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1	  Introduction	  
1.1 The	  Representation	  of	  Language	  and	  Multilingualism	  in	  the	  European	  Union	  	  Languages	   and	   language	  proficiencies	   are	   currently	   receiving	  much	   attention	   in	   the	  media	   as	  well	  as	  from	  governments	  around	  the	  world,	  especially	  in	  the	  Western	  world.	  Statistics	  indicate	  that	   increasingly	   fewer	   secondary	   school	   students	   learn	   foreign	   languages	   and	   universities’	  language	  programmes	  die	  or	  are	  restructured	  to	  encompass	  more	  dimensions	  such	  as	  historical,	  cultural	   and	   social	   studies,	   leaving	   language	   proficiency	   in	   and	   of	   itself	   with	   less	   and	   less	  substance	  and	  magnitude.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  European	  Union	  seems	  determined	  to	  promote	  multilingualism	   amongst	   its	   citizens.	   This	   is	   a	   remarkable	   incongruity	   between	  what	   is	   being	  practiced	  at	  national	  levels	  and	  what	  is	  being	  preached	  at	  the	  supranational	  level.	  This	  has	  led	  to	  the	   present	   thesis’	   interest	   in	   the	   representation	   of	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   in	   the	  European	  Union,	  specifically	  what	  are	  the	  discourses	  on	  these	  two	  concepts	  and	  what	  ideologies	  are	  such	  discourses	  founded	  upon.	  But	  why	  look	  at	  representations	  of	  both	  concepts?	  Surely,	  a	  study	  of	  one	  of	  them	  would	  be	  more	  than	  enough	  to	  fill	  the	  pages	  of	  a	  thesis.	  However,	  it	  is	  a	  premise	  of	  this	  study	  that	  due	  to	  the	   union’s	   multilateral	   constitution,	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   are	   interdependent	  concepts.	  Such	  an	  idea	  is	  also	  discernible	  in	  the	  EU’s	  official	  language	  policy:	  	   EU	   language	   policies	   aim	   to	   protect	   linguistic	   diversity	   and	   promote	  knowledge	   of	   languages	   –	   for	   reasons	   of	   cultural	   identity	   and	   social	  integration,	   but	   also	  because	  multilingual	   citizens	   are	  better	  placed	   to	   take	  advantage	   of	   the	   educational,	   professional	   and	   economic	   opportunities	  created	  by	  an	  integrated	  Europe.	  The	   goal	   is	   a	   Europe	   where	   everyone	   can	   speak	   at	   least	   two	   other	  
languages	  in	  addition	  to	  their	  own	  mother	  tongue.1	  (original	  bold)	  	  Since	  the	  EU	  is	  a	  supranational	  institution	  it	  is	  bound	  to	  influence	  its	  member	  states	  to	  varying	  degrees	   also	   concerning	   language	   policies	   and	   ideologies.	   This	   is	   also	   one	   of	   the	   reasons	   for	  studying	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   representations	   as	   they	   are	   discursively	   constructed	  within	   the	   institutions	   of	   the	   European	   Union,	   specifically	   the	   EU	   Commission	   and	   the	   EU	  Parliament.	  The	  European	  Commission	  is	  the	  executive	  body	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  functions	  as	  a	  college	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  http://ec.europa.eu/languages/languages-­‐of-­‐europe/index_en.htm	  (25-­‐10-­‐11)	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with	  commissioners	  selected	  or	  employed	  to	  represent	  different	  domains	  and	  policy	  areas.	  The	  European	   Parliament	   is	   one	   of	   the	   legislative	   bodies,	   the	   other	   being	   the	   EU	   Council,	   which	  consists	   of	   directly	   elected	   representatives.	   The	   focus	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   on	   these	   two	   bodies,	  because	  the	  former	  represents	  the	  EU’s	  overall	  viewpoints,	  attitudes	  and	  ideologies,	  i.e.	  it	  takes	  a	   top-­‐down	   approach	   to	   language	   and	   multilingualism,	   whereas	   the	   latter,	   by	   virtue	   of	   its	  directly	  elected	  members,	  represents	  the	  citizens’	  and	  member	  states’	  interests	  and	  hence	  has	  a	  more	  bottom-­‐up-­‐oriented	  perspective.	  In	   order	   to	   expose	   discourses	   on	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   as	   well	   as	   the	   ideologies	  behind	  them,	  excerpts	  from	  an	  EU	  Parliament	  debate	  have	  been	  chosen	  as	  empirical	  data.	  The	  debate	   is	   from	   2009	   and	   the	   participants	   are	   the	   then	   Commissioner	   of	   Multilingualism,	  Leonard	   Orban,	   and	   the	   parliamentarians.	   The	   topic	   is	   the	   use	   of	   minority	   and	   regional	  languages	  within	  the	   framework	  of	   the	  European	  cultural	  heritage2.	  The	  data	  will	  be	  analysed	  according	   to	   primarily	   the	   theory	   of	   critical	   discourse	   analysis	   (CDA)	   and	   with	   an	  epistemological	  grounding	  in	  social	  constructivism.	  	  
1.2	  Research	  Questions	  	  The	  questions	  this	  thesis	  will	  seek	  to	  address	  are	  as	  follows:	  	   1) What	   are	   the	   discourses	   on	   and	   ideologies	   behind	   the	   constructions	   of	   language	   and	  multilingualism	   as	   presented	   by	   the	   European	   Commission	   and	   the	   European	  Parliament?	  2) What	   might	   be	   the	   consequences	   of	   these	   discourses	   and	   constructions	   on	   a	   societal	  level?	  
1.3 Delimitation	  	  During	   the	   last	   couple	   of	   years,	   the	   focus	   on	   a	   common	   European	   identity	   has	   increased.	  Languages	  are	  often	  viewed	  as	  an	  essential	  part	  of	   identity	  creation	  and	  there	   is	  no	  doubt	  the	  European	  Union	  is	  keen	  on	  propagating	  multilingualism	  as	  a	  kind	  of	  shared	  European	  “language	  mode”.	   This	   is	   a	   major	   influence	   within	   the	   official	   multilingualism	   policy,	   leading	   to	   the	  increased	   call	   for	   individual	   multilingualism	   as	   well.	   Hence,	   this	   thesis	   will	   work	   with	   the	  concept	  of	  a	  European	  identity,	  and	  consequently	  deeper	  integration,	  as	  a	  possible	  premise	  for	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/wps-­‐europarl-­‐internet/frd/vod/player?language=en&menusearchfrom=bykey&keyWords=language&discussionId=0&page=0&category=0&format=wmv&askedDiscussionNumber=1	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and	  ideology	  behind	  the	  discourses	  presented	  in	  the	  analysis.	  The	  thesis,	  however,	  will	  not	  pay	  any	  special	  attention	   to	   the	  process	  of	  creating	   this	  shared	   identity	  or	  reflections	  on	  how	  this	  may	   be	   influenced	   by	   the	   multilingualism	   policy.	   Nor	   will	   it	   include	   theory	   about	   identity	  creation	  in	  general.	  The	  theory	  and	  method	  of	  the	  thesis	  at	  hand	  are	  primarily	  influenced	  by	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  (CDA).	  Although	  power	  is	  a	  central	  theme	  in	  CDA,	  it	  will	  not	  have	  a	  preponderant	  role	  in	   the	   discourse	   analysis	   of	   this	   thesis.	   Instead,	   there	   will	   be	   a	   considerable	   emphasis	   on	  
ideology.	  This	  an	  adjustment	  of	  CDA	  theory	  in	  order	  for	  it	  to	  better	  highlight	  language	  ideologies	  presented	  in	  the	  data.	  	  It	  should	  also	  be	  stressed	  that	  this	  is	  a	  case	  study,	  i.e.	  an	  exemplary	  qualitative	  study	  and	  not	  a	   quantifiable	   data	   corpus.	   Hence,	   the	   research	   presented	   is	   exemplary	   and	   provides	   a	  perspective	  on	  EU	  discourse	  and	   language	   ideology	   construction,	  which	   can	  perhaps	  be	  more	  fully	  researched	  at	  a	  later	  date.	  Lastly	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  even	  though	  the	  texts	  analysed	  in	  this	  thesis	  are	  from	  a	  video	  broadcast	   of	   the	  debate,	   i.e.	   the	  discourse	   in	   its	   semiotic	   entirety,	   the	   focus	  of	   this	   thesis	  will	  exclusively	   be	   on	   the	   grammatical	   and	   semantic	   features	   of	   the	   transcription	   of	   the	   text	  produced,	   hence	  non-­‐verbal	   interaction	   is	   not	   part	   of	   the	   discourse	   analysis	   presented	   in	   the	  thesis	  at	  hand.	  
1.4 Terminology	  	  
Discourse:	  There	  are	  plenty	  of	  variations	  and	  uses	  of	  the	  term	  discourse	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998).	  The	  thesis	   at	   hand	   will	   refer	   to	   “discourse”	   as	   specific	   patterns	   of	   language	   use	   that	   speech	  participants	  draw	  on	  and	  in	  turn	  create	  themselves.	  
Representation:	   A	   term	   used	   to	   cover	   a	   text’s	   discourses	   and	   ideologies.	   Hence,	   if	   a	   unity	  representation	  is	  mentioned	  it	  refers	  to	  discourses	  as	  well	  as	  ideologies	  of	  unity.	  
Institutional	  and	   individual	  multilingualism:	   Institutional	  multilingualism	  refers	   to	   the	  use	  of	   interpretation	   and	   translation	   to	   and	   from	   several	   languages	   in	   institutions,	   i.e.	   everybody	  can	   interact	   despite	   linguistic	   barriers.	   The	   EU	   Parliament	   is	   particularly	   renowned	   for	   this	  practice.	   Institutional	  multilingualism	   has	   been	   part	   of	   the	   EU’s	   official	   language	   policy	   since	  
Regulation	  No.	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Individual	   multilingualism	   is	   a	   term	   used	   for	   people	   who	   speak	   more	   than	   two	   languages.	  Individual	  multilingualism	  has	  enjoyed	  special	  attention	  since	  2005	  when	  the	  first	  Commission	  communication	  on	  the	  subject,	  A	  New	  Framework	  Strategy	  for	  Multilingualism,	  appeared3.	  
Full	   multilingualism:	   The	   technical	   term	   for	   the	   model	   the	   European	   Union’s	   policy	   on	  institutional	  multilingualism	  is	  based	  on.	  It	  means	  that	  the	  institutions	  of	  the	  union	  operate	  in	  all	  official	  languages	  and	  not	  merely	  with	  an	  exclusive	  selection	  of	  working	  languages.	  
2	  Theory	  	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  theories	  of	  the	  thesis	  will	  be	  presented.	  First	  of	  all	   two	  dominant	  schools	  within	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis,	  represented	  by	  Norman	  Fairclough	  and	  Teun	  A.	  van	  Dijk,	  next	  some	  theory	  on	  political	  discourse,	  represented	  by	  David	  Howarth	  and	  Yannis	  Stavrakasis,	  and	  finally	  a	  presentation	  of	  some	  of	  Michael	  A.	  K.	  Halliday’s	   theory	  on	  grammatical	  and	  semantic	  discourse	  analysis	  will	  be	  provided.	  
2.1	  Discourse	  Theory	  
2.1.1	  Introduction	  to	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  	  Critical	   Discourse	   Analysis	   (CDA)	   is	   characterised	   by	   a	   strong	   connection	   to	   Critical	   Theory,	  which	   is	   well	   known	   in	   the	   social	   sciences.	   Essential	   to	   both	   theories	   is	   the	   desire	   to	   create	  awareness	   in	   the	   common	   and	   shared	   consciousness	   of	   actors	   –	   an	   endeavour	   especially	  concerned	   with	   rendering	   visible	   covert	   structures	   and	   processes	   within	   societies	   and	  institutions	   (Wodak	   et	   al.	   2009:8).	   However,	   they	   also	   share	   their	   preoccupation	   with	   the	  distinct	  concepts	  of	  power,	  critique,	  dominance,	  ideology,	  etc.	  CDA	  is	  indeed	  considered	  different	  from	  other	  linguistic	  studies	  because	  of	  its	  clear	  focus	  on	  the	  correlation	  and	  mediation	  between	  language	  and	  society	  (Wodak	  et	  al.	  2009:21).	  CDA	  views	  discourse,	  the	  use	  of	  language,	  as	  a	  sort	  of	  social	  practice,	  and	  places	  heavy	  weight	  on	  the	  contexts	  of	  discourses	  (Wodak	  et	  al.	  2009:5	  –	  from	  Fairclough	  &	  Wodak	  1997;	  Fairclough	  2004:16).	  	  
2.1.2	  Norman	  Fairclough	  –	  Critical	  Language	  Study	  	  	   One	   of	   the	   most	   influential	   discourse	   theoreticians	   is	   Norman	   Fairclough,	   University	   of	  Lancaster.	   His	   works	   have	   been	   essential	   in	   the	   development	   of	   Critical	   Discourse	   Analysis	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  http://ec.europa.eu/languages/eu-­‐language-­‐policy/multilingualism_en.htm	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(CDA),	   and	   have	   led	   to	   the	   development	   of	   his	   own	   branch,	   Critical	   Language	   Study	   (CLS).	  Fairclough	  explains	  that	  critical	  in	  Critical	  Language	  Study	  is	  to	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  in	  the	  sense	  that	   CLS	   aims	   at	   showing	   people	   hidden	   connections	   and	   agendas,	   but	   also	   the	   causes	   and	  consequences	  of	  others’	  as	  well	  as	  their	  own	  discourses	  (Fairclough	  2004:4,	  34).	  Fairclough	  uses	  the	  term	  discourse	  to	  describe	  the	  entire	  process	  of	  social	   interaction.	  This	  means	   that	   discourse	   is	   the	   process	   of	   creating	   a	   text4,	   the	   text	   itself,	   and	   the	   process	   of	  interpretation.	  He	  underscores	   that	   this	   also	   implies	   that	  discourse	  analysis	   is	  not	  only	  about	  analysing	   a	   text,	   but	   also	   about	   analysing	   and	   explaining	   the	   processes	   of	   creation	   and	  interpreting.	   He	   sets	   out	   three	   stages	   for	   an	   analysis,	   namely	   description,	   interpretation	   and	  
explanation.	  The	  first	  stage	  refers	  to	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  formal	  features	  of	  a	  text,	  while	  the	  second	   stage	   concerns	   itself	   with	   the	   connection	  between	   text	   and	   interaction.	   It	   deals	   with	  interpretation	  of	  the	  text	  production	  as	  well	  as	  the	  text	  interpretation,	   or,	   to	   put	   it	   differently,	   the	   analyst	   has	  to	   decode	   the	   author’s	   message	   and	   the	   addressee’s	  reception	   of	   this	   message	   in	   order	   to	   interpret	   the	  “coherence	   of	   a	   text”	   (Fairclough	   2004:9,65).	   Finally,	  the	   third	   stage	   focuses	   on	   the	   explanation	   of	   social	  contexts’	   influence	   on	   the	   former	   stages;	   how	   these	  contexts	   set	   the	   social	   conditions	   for	   production	   and	  interpretation	   of	   texts,	   as	   well	   as	   the	   resulting	   social	  effects	   that	   will	   either	   produce	   new	   or	   reproduce	  existing	   (power)	   relations.	   It	   is	   central	   to	   CLS	   that	  discourse	  and	   the	   interpretation	  hereof	   cannot	  be	  understood	  and	  practised	  without	  contexts	  (Fairclough	   2004:20-­‐22,126).	   Figure	   15	   summarises	   how	   discourse	   and	   discourse	   analysis,	  according	   to	   Fairclough,	   function	   and	   are	   integrated	   into	   each	   other.	   It	   shows	   the	   levels	   of	  discourse	   (in	   italics),	   the	   stages	   of	   discourse	   analysis	   (in	   bold),	   and	   the	   processes	   and	  conditions	  influencing	  the	  two	  former	  (underscored).	  The	   dialectical	   relationship	   between	   social	   structures	   and	   discourses6	   is	   a	   cornerstone	   in	  CLS.	   In	   short,	   what	   people	   perceive	   and	   recognise	   as	   social	   structures	   and	   conditions,	   they	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  Fairclough	  uses	  the	  term	  ”text”	  for	  written	  as	  well	  as	  oral	  communication	  (Fairclough	  2004:19,20).	  5	  The	  model	  is	  a	  slightly	  altered	  one	  of	  N.	  Fairclough’s	  own	  (Fairclough	  2004:21).	  6	  This	  is	  why	  CLS	  sometimes	  is	  described	  as	  a	  dialectic-­‐relational	  approach	  of	  CDA	  (Wodak	  et	  al.	  2009:20)	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practice,	   i.e.	   these	  structures	  constitute	  the	   framework	  of	  what	  and	  how	  people	  will	   think,	  act	  and	  speak,	  but	  the	  reverse	  effect	  is	  applicable	  too	  –	  what	  and	  how	  people	  think,	  act	  and	  speak	  influence	   the	   social	   structures.	   The	   fact	   that	   both	   of	   these	  movements	   exist	  makes	   a	   society	  dynamic,	  but	  it	  also	  makes	  controllers	  of	  discourse	  very	  powerful	  as	  they	  may	  shape	  structures	  that	   favour	   inequality	   and	   discrimination	   (Wodak	   et	   al.	   2009:6	   –	   quote	   from	   Fairclough	   &	  Wodak	  1997).	  	  A	  quite	  persuasive	  and	  effective	  manifestation	  of	  power	  is	  ideology,	  which	  Fairclough	  points	  out	   to	   be	   a	  major	   resource	   for	   the	   existing	   power	   relations	   because	   powerful	   individuals	   or	  institutions	  can	  use	  it	  for	  legitimising	  their	  preferred	  states	  of	  affairs	  (Fairclough	  2004:25,27).	  	   Practices	  which	  appear	  to	  be	  universal	  and	  commonsensical	  can	  often	  be	  shown	  to	  originate	  in	  the	  dominant	  class	  or	  the	  dominant	  bloc,	  and	  to	  have	  become	  naturalized.	  (Fairclough	  2004:27,	  my	  emphasis)	  	  As	   soon	   as	   something	   has	   been	   naturalised,	   i.e.	   has	   gained	   a	   position	   where	   it	   is	   no	   longer	  questioned	  but	  simply	  taken	  for	  granted,	  it	  becomes	  accepted	  by	  the	  majority	  and	  people	  may	  not	  see	  how	  it	  creates	  unequal	  and	  unfair	  systems,	  because	  they	  too	  perceive	  such	  systems	  as	  something	   “universal”	   and	   “commonsensical”	   and	   adopt	   them	   as	   common	   sense	   (Fairclough	  2004:76).	  This	  may	  potentially	  lead	  to	  unequal	  power	  relations	  enjoying	  popular	  support	  due	  to	  certain	   ideologies	   having	   been	   incorporated	   into	   the	   majority’s	   members’	   resources	   (MR).	  	  Members’	   resources	   are	   defined	   as	   individuals’	   background	   knowledge	   and	   ideologies,	  which	  they	   use	   in	   the	   interpretation	   of	   texts.	   Moreover,	   MR	   are	   socially	   and	   ideologically	   shaped,	  although	  this	  is	  often	  hidden	  by	  commonsense	  assumptions	  (Fairclough	  2004:9).	  	  Another	   important	   concept	   of	   CLS	   is	   subject	   positions.	   These	   are	   part	   of	   every	   discursive	  situation	  and	  different	  participants	  are	  assumed	  or	  required	  to	  act	  according	  to	  different	  roles,	  e.g.	  different	  patterns	  of	  behaviour	  are	  expected	  from	  a	  doctor	  and	  a	  nurse	  and	  they	  are	  not	  a	  doctor	  and	  a	  nurse	  if	  they	  do	  not	  adhere	  to	  these	  behavioural	  types.	  Subject	  positions	  restrain	  people	  because	  individuals	  have	  to	  operate	  within	  the	  discursive	  and	  social	  structures	  of	  their	  roles,	  but	  Fairclough	  seems	  to	  find	  that	  this	  condition	  makes	  participants	  more	  innovative	  and	  hence	   also	   gives	   them	   the	   chance	   to	   alter	   structures	   through	   their	   enactment	   of	   different	  positions.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  reproduction	  of	  structures	  by	  social	  practice	  and	  subject	  positions	  may	  recreate	  these	  structures	  into	  something	  new	  and	  better	  (for	  some	  at	  least)	  or	  they	  may	  aid	  in	  static	  maintenance	  (Fairclough	  2004:31,32)	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The	  huge	  importance	  ascribed	  to	  institutions	  and	  the	  society	  as	  power	  wielders	  makes	  CLS	  rather	  structure-­‐oriented,	  and	  its	  focus	  on	  ideologies	  as	  containing	  covert	  power	  that	  is	  readily	  recognised	  and	  used	  by	  most	  lends	  itself	  primarily	  to	  a	  top-­‐down	  perspective.	  Yet,	  the	  aim	  of	  the	  theory	   is	   to	   instigate	  bottom-­‐up	  struggle	  by	  creating	  awareness	  about	   language	  and	  power	   in	  actors.	  
2.1.3	  Teun	  A.	  van	  Dijk	  –	  Critical	  Discourse	  Study	  	  Teun	  A.	  van	  Dijk	  is	  another	  central	  theoretician	  in	  CDA,	  though	  he	  prefers	  to	  call	  his	  approach	  Critical	  Discourse	  Studies	  (CDS)	  in	  order	  to	  emphasise	  that	  it	  is	  a	  study	  which	  implies	  that	  it	  is	  both	  analysis	  and	  theory.	  Van	  Dijk	  agrees	  with	  Fairclough	  that	  the	  aim	  of	  CDA	  is	  to	  study	  how	  domination	  is	  produced	  and	   reproduced,	   how	   power	   abuse	   is	   enacted,	   and	   how	   dominated	   groups	   may	   resist	  domination	  via	  discourses.	  He	  is	  especially	  interested	  in	  the	  ideologies	  that	  are	  the	  foundation	  of	   every	   social	   order	   and	  practice,	   and	  how	   these	   are	   produced	   and	   reproduced	   to	   empower	  someone’s	  interests	  –	  be	  these	  interests	  of	  a	  person,	  a	  group	  or	  an	  entire	  community.	  He	  defines	  ideologies	  as	  ”the	  basis	  of	  social	  representations	  shared	  by	  members	  of	  a	  group.	  This	  means	  that	  ideologies	   allow	   people,	   as	   group	  members,	   to	   organize	   the	  multitude	   of	   social	   beliefs	   about	  what	  is	  the	  case,	  good	  or	  bad,	  right	  or	  wrong,	  for	  them,	  and	  to	  act	  accordingly”	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998:8,	  original	  italics),	  and	  adds	  that	  these	  group	  specific	  ideologies	  are	  “rooted	  in	  the	  general	  beliefs	  (knowledge,	   opinions,	   values,	   truth	   criteria,	   etc.)	   of	   whole	   societies	   or	   cultures”	   (Van	   Dijk	  1998:314,	  original	  italics).	  Furthermore,	  he	  points	  out	  that	  elites	  and	  leaders	  of	  different	  groups	  often	  influence	  reproduction	  of	  ideologies,	  but	  also	  that	  entire	  institutions	  can	  be	  said	  to	  control,	  regulate	  and	  reproduce	  ideologies.	  An	  example	  could	  be	  a	  non-­‐governmental	  institution	  such	  as	  Amnesty	  International	  which	  reproduces	  ideologies	  about	  human	  rights	  and	  justice	  for	  all.	  Such	  institutions	  will	  have	  representatives	   to	  promote	   their	   ideologies,	  e.g.	  a	  government	  will	  have	  different	  ministers	  who	  represent	  various	  offices	  and	  policy	  areas	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998:149,186,224).	  Such	   institutional	   representatives	   will	   often	   be	   perceived	   as	   having	   more	   authority	   and	  credibility	  than	  others	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998:265).	  However,	  Van	  Dijk	  also	  points	  out	  that	  ideologies,	  though	  propagated	  by	  elites,	  viz.	  as	  top-­‐down	  processes,	  are	  only	  successfully	  reproduced	  if	  the	  majority	  of	  social	  actors	  accepts	  them.	  This	  also	  means	  that	  an	  ideology	  may	  have	  to	  change	  or	  manifest	  differently	  before	  it	  will	  be	  accepted.	  In	  other	  words,	  ideologies	  are	  as	  much	  bottom-­‐up	  as	  top-­‐down	  processes	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998:175,316).	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One	   of	   CLS’	   more	   unique	   traits	   is	   its	   explicit	   multidisciplinary	   approach	   to	   discourse	  analysis.	   This	   approach	   is	   compiled	   of	   three	   parts	   –	   cognition,	   society	   and	   discourse.	  Furthermore,	   central	   to	  his	   approach	  are	  what	  he	  names	  mental	  models.	   In	   the	   following,	  his	  multidisciplinary	  approach	  and	  mental	  models	  will	  be	  described	  and	  explained.	  Human	  cognition	  is	  central	  to	  van	  Dijk’s	  theory	  of	  critical	  discourse	  studies.	  To	  him	  cognition	  is	  the	  individual’s	  interface	  between	  discourses	  –	  how	  one	  uses	  as	  well	  as	  interprets	  them	  –	  and	  society;	   he	   also	   names	   this	   the	   “discourse-­‐cognition-­‐society	   triangle”,	   which	   is	   illustrated	   in	  figure	  2	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:64).	  In	  order	  to	  capture	  the	  role	  of	  cognition	  as	  a	  mediator	  between	  society	  and	  discourse,	  van	   Dijk	   suggests	   a	   set	   of	   mental	   models,	   which	   are	  unique	  to	  every	   individual,	  yet	  often	  also	  quite	  alike	  due	  to	   socially	   shared	   knowledge	   and	   practices,	   which	   are	  attained	  through	  general	  and	  cultural	  socialisation	  as	  well	  as	   through	   prior	   interaction	   and	   communication	   (Van	  Dijk	  2009b:6).	  	  Such	   socially	   shared	  mental	   models	   he	   names	   social	  
cognition	  and	  the	  term	  covers	  the	  social	  representations,	   i.e.	  knowledge,	  attitudes,	   ideologies7,	  values	   and	   norms	   that	   a	   group	   may	   share.	   It	   is	   due	   to	   social	   cognition	   that	   CDS	   gains	   its	  legitimacy	  to	  analyse	  discourses	  on	  a	  social	  level	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:78).	  	  These	  mental	  models	  are	  differentiated	  and	  subcategorised	   into	  three	  types:	  a)	  context	  models,	  b)	  event	  models,	  and	  c)	  knowledge	  models	  (these	  models	  will	  be	  explained	   in	  detail	  below).	  Common	  to	  all	  of	   them	  is	  that	  they	  are	  subjective	  definitions	  of	  social	  situations	  and	  interaction,	  which	  participants	  use	  in	  order	   to	  comprehend	  and	  produce	  discourses	   (Van	  Dijk	  2009b:5).	  Furthermore,	   these	  models	  function	   as	   cognitive	   interfaces	   between	   discourse	   and	   society,	   granting	   them	   significant	  influence	   on	   individuals’	   or	   groups’	   conduct,	  world	   views,	   positioning	   and	   so	   forth	   (Van	  Dijk	  2009b:29).	  	  The	   function	   of	   context	   models	   is	   to	   make	   participants	   capable	   of	   identifying	   relevant	  structures	  of	  a	  social	  situation,	  which	  will	  enable	  them	  to	  understand,	  interpret	  and	  contribute	  to	  the	  discursive	  interaction	  (Van	  Dijk	  2004:350;	  Van	  Dijk	  2009b:5).	  As	  these	  models	  allow	  for	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  Van	  Dijk	  points	  out	  that	  dominance	  and	  power	  abuse	  are	  often	  legitimised	  with	  reference	  to	  socially	  shared	  ideologies.	  It	  is	  unclear	  whether	  he	  treats	  ideologies	  as	  part	  of	  social	  representations	  or	  as	  an	  element	  that	  forms	  social	  representations	  of	  groups.	  However,	  the	  paramount	  part	  is	  that	  ideology	  and	  discourse	  are	  never	  directly	  relates	  because	  ideological	  beliefs	  have	  to	  ‘travel’	  through	  all	  the	  cognitive	  mental	  models,	  social	  and	  individual	  alike,	  to	  exert	  influence	  on	  discourses	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:78,79).	  
Figure	  2	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people	  to	  know	  and	  understand	  the	  structures	  of	  distinct	  social	  situations,	  they	  likewise	  enable	  people	  to	  act	  properly	  in	  these	  various	  situations.	  Thus	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  context	  models	  define	  and	  direct	  pragmatic	  features	  such	  as	  style	  and	  genre	  of	  text	  and	  talk	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:73),	  and	  they	   are	   dynamic	   structures,	   which	   are	   “ongoingly	   constructed,	   updated	   and	   reconstructed”	  (Van	  Dijk	  2004:350).	  A	   context	   model	   is	   in	   reality	   just	   a	   particular	   subcategory,	   nonetheless	   an	   extremely	  prominent	   one,	   of	   another	  mental	  model,	   namely	   the	   event	  model	   (Van	   Dijk	   2009a:76).	   The	  event	   model	   is	   concerned	   with	   semantic	   content	   and	   hence	   with	   “discourse	   meaning	   and	  interpretation”	  as	  well	  as	  with	  coherence	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:75).	  The	  meaning	  and	  coherence	  of	  a	  discourse	  or	  communicative	  event	  are	  context-­‐	  and	  interpreter-­‐dependent	  (Van	  Dijk	  1998:205),	  which	  means	   that	   the	   semantics	   of	   event	  models	   are	   related	   to	   subjective	   cognition	   and	   not	  merely	  abstract,	  objective	  concepts:	  	   Thus,	  discourses	  are	  not	  so	  much	  coherent	  because	  their	  propositions	  refer	  to	  related	  ‘objective’	  facts	  in	  some	  possible	  world,	  but	  rather	  to	  the	  episodes	  (events	   and	   situations)	   as	   interpreted,	   defined	   and	   (seen	   to	   be)	   related	   by	  language	  users.	  (Van	  Dijk	  2009a:76)	  
	  	  They	  are	   called	  event	  models	  because	  participants	   relate	  discourses	  and	  meanings	   to	   specific	  episodes.	  A	  third	  cognitive	  model	  has	  to	  do	  with	  knowledge.	  Here	  the	  concern	  is	  not	  so	  much	  with	  a	  participant’s	   own	   knowledge,	   but	  with	   the	   imagined	   or	   presupposed	   knowledge	   of	   others.	   In	  short,	   knowledge	  models	   are	   assessments	   by	   discourse	   participants	   about	   other	   participants’	  knowledge,	  ideologies,	  norms,	  etc.	  The	  benefits	  of	  these	  models	  are,	  first	  of	  all,	  that	  participants	  communicate	   better	   when	   they	   know	   each	   other’s	   knowledge	   models.	   They	   will	   not	   talk	   at	  cross-­‐purposes,	   talk	   over	   somebody’s	   head,	   etc.	   Secondly,	   arguments	   used	   for	   convincing,	   or	  even	  manipulating,	   others	   are	   aided	  by	   the	   fact	   that	   speakers	   through	   their	  understanding	  of	  other’s	  knowledge	  models	  may	  address	  specific	  issues	  with	  certain	  words	  and	  through	  distinct	  ideologies	   to	   better	   win	   over	   their	   listeners	   or	   co-­‐participants	   (Van	   Dijk	   2004:352).	   It	   is	  furthermore	  such	  knowledge	  models	  that	  have	  made	  certain	  discourse	  structures	  quite	  popular.	  When	  discourses	  such	  as	  Us	  versus	  Them	  are	  being	  used,	  or	   the	  positive	   features	  of	  a	  certain	  group	  are	  being	  emphasised	  while	  their	  negative	  ones	  are	  being	  downplayed,	  or	  certain,	  either	  controversial	   or	   broadly	   accepted,	   ideologies	   are	   invoked,	   it	   is	   due	   to	   the	   communicative	  targeting	  of	  individuals	  or	  groups	  with	  knowledge	  models	  that	  are	  deemed	  susceptible	  to	  such	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discourses.	   These	   context,	   event	   and	   knowledge	   models	   are	   the	   three	   main	   components	   of	  cognition	   in	   discourse.	   Mental	   models	   influence,	   mediate	   and	   control	   the	   social	   situations	  discourses	  take	  place	  in	  and	  it	   is	  these	  situations	  the	  critical	  discourse	  analyst	  will	  base	  his	  or	  her	  research	  on.	  	  
2.1.4	  Howarth	  &	  Stavrakakis	  	  David	   Howarth	   and	   Yannis	   Stavrakasis	   are	   two	   theoriticians	   particularly	   preoccupied	   with	  political	  discourse.	  Their	  works	  are	  inspired	  by	  Ernesto	  Laclau	  and	  Chantal	  Mouffe’s	  discourse	  theory.	   A	   basic	   point	   in	   their	   theory	   of	   discourse	   is	   that	   “agents	   and	   systems	   are	   social	  constructs	   that	  undergo	  constant	  historical	  and	  social	   change[...]”,	  hence	  disagreeing	  with	  any	  notion	   of	   essentialism	   (Howarth	   et	   al.	   2009:6).	   According	   to	   them,	   the	   world	   is	   constructed	  through	  discourses.	  These	  discourses	  constantly	  change	  and	  reshape,	  making	  societies	  and	  their	  agents	   change	   too.	   This	   dynamic	   structure	   implies	   that	   societies	   inherently	   have	   no	   essence,	  they	  cannot	  at	  any	  time	  be	  fulfilled	  or	  complete.	  Still,	  Howarth	  and	  Stavrakakis	  argue,	  there	  may	  be	   ideals	   about	   such	   completeness	   and	   perfect	   order,	   which	   are	   often	   used	   to	   structure	  discourses	   around.	   Such	   ideals	   are	   named	   empty	   signifiers.	   These	   signifiers	   represent	   what	  certain	  groups,	  often	  through	  ideologies,	  consider	  missing	  or	  lacking	  and	  want	  to	  achieve,	  e.g.	  to	  improve	  society	  (Howarth	  et	  al.	  2009:6,8,9).	  If	  one	  looks	  at	  feminist	  discourse,	  “equality”	  would	  be	  an	  empty	  signifier	  around	  which	  much	  of	  the	  discourse	  is	  structured.	  	  Another	   important	   aspect	   of	   Howarth	   and	   Stavrakakis’s	   theory	   is	   the	   power	   to	   define	  relations	  within	   and	   between	   systems	   and	   actors.	   For	   this	   purpose	   they	   reintroduce	   Laclau’s	  and	  Mouffe’s	  concepts	  of	  a	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  and	  a	  logic	  of	  difference8.	  The	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  is	   defined	  by	   the	  power	   to	   constitute	   insider	   and	  outsider	   groups.	   The	   goal	   of	   this	   logic	   is	   to	  make	   certain	   groups	   or	   actors	   feel	   alike,	   i.e.	   to	   turn	   them	   into	   an	   insider	   group,	   in	   order	   to	  consequently	  make	  them	  feel	  opposed	  to	  something	  or	  someone	  else,	  who	  then	  fulfils	  the	  role	  or	  purpose	  as	  outsider.	  This	  kind	  of	  logic	  inspires	  strong	  allegiance	  within	  groups	  as	  well	  as	  strong	  opposition	  to	  others,	  and	  its	  intent	  is	  to	  emphasise	  how	  We	  are	  like	  each	  other	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	   apart	   from	   Them.	   In	   other	   words,	   it	   seeks	   to	   create	   as	   much	   in-­‐group	   equivalence	   as	  possible,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  emphasise	  how	  one’s	  group	  is	  different	  from	  others’.	  Nationalism	  is	  an	  ideology	  that	  is	  typical	  of	  this	  logic.	  Contrary	  to	  this,	  the	  logic	  of	  difference	  has	  the	  opposite	  aim.	  This	  logic	  seeks	  to	  downplay	  strong	  opposition	  or	  even	  polarity	  between	  different	  actors,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  Personally,	  I	  should	  like	  the	  terms	  logic	  of	  homogeneity	  and	  logic	  of	  heterogeneity	  better,	  since	  the	  stress	  the	  social	  mentality	  behind	  a	  system.	  The	  former	  logic	  expects	  all	  to	  be	  alike,	  while	  the	  latter	  allows	  for	  diversity.	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groups,	   organisations	   and	   other	   social	   structures.	   This	   is	   endeavoured	   through	   inclusion	   and	  mediation	   of	   differences;	   strategies	   that	   are	   to	   lower	   the	   barriers	   between	   groups	   or	   other	  social	   structures.	   As	   these	   social	   structures	   lose	   their	   antagonistic	   and	   sharply	   divided	  characters,	  they	  become	  less	  adamant	  and	  more	  susceptible	  to	  influence,	  hence	  they	  appear	  less	  distinct	   from	   each	   other	   and	   eventually	   more	   alike.	   This	   logic	   lends	   itself	   to	   more	   subtle	  transformations	  within	  societies	  and	  social	  structures	  (Howarth	  et	  al.	  2009:11,12).	  An	  example	  of	   a	   discourse	   based	   on	   the	   logic	   of	   difference	   would	   be	   that	   of	   “middle-­‐class”	   which	   is	  constructed	  of	  several	  different	  concepts,	  e.g.	  welfare,	  competition,	  wealth,	  minimum	  wage,	  etc.,	  traditionally	  belonging	  to	  working	  or	  upper-­‐class	  discourses.	  	  
2.2	  Functional	  Grammar	  –	  Michael	  A.	  K.	  Halliday	  	  
Discourse	  analysis	  has	  to	  be	  founded	  on	  a	  study	  of	  the	  system	  of	  the	  language	  –	  M.	  A.	  K.	  Halliday	  (1994)9	  	  This	  section	  of	  the	  theory	  chapter	  will	  differ	   from	  the	  three	  previous	  ones	  as	   it	  deals	  with	  the	  functional	  system	  of	  grammar,	  which	  is	  related	  to	  the	  actual	  words,	  phrases	  and	  sentences	  of	  a	  discourse	  analysis,	  rather	  than	  the	  more	  meta-­‐oriented	  theories	  of	  CDA.	  Now,	  it	  is	  not	  within	  the	  range	   of	   this	   thesis	   to	   account	   for	   an	   entire	   system	   of	   grammar,	   and	   hence	   this	   section	  will	  merely	  work	  as	  a	  background	  against	  which	  the	  reader	  may	  understand	  the	  basic	  ideas	  behind	  the	   analysis	   of	   the	   thesis10.	   The	   main	   purpose	   is	   to	   illustrate	   how	   a	   functional	   grammar	   is	  different	   from	   a	   formal	   one,	   and	   the	   implications	   of	   functional	   grammatical	   analysis	   on	  discourse	   analyses.	   We	   provide	   here	   a	   brief	   introduction	   to	   M.	   A.	   K.	   Halliday’s	   functional	  grammar,	  which	   should	   only	   be	   treated	   as	   a	   background	   to	   explain	   the	   correlations	   between	  grammar,	   meaning,	   or	   semantics,	   and	   discourses.	   In	   order	   to	   identify	   the	   ideologies	   behind	  discourses,	  and	  the	  reproduction	  of	  these,	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  identify	  the	  meaning	  of	  a	  text,	  which	  is	  achieved	  by	  looking	  at	  the	  grammatical	  constituents	  of	  a	  sentence	  and	  how	  these	  are	  used	  in	  order	  to	  communicate	  a	  specific	  meaning.	  Halliday	  comments:	  	   A	  discourse	  analysis	  that	  is	  not	  based	  on	  a	  grammar	  is	  not	  an	  analysis	  at	  all,	  but	  simply	  a	  running	  comment	  on	  a	  text:	  either	  an	  appeal	  has	  to	  be	  made	  to	  some	  set	  of	  non-­‐linguistic	  conventions,	  or	  to	  some	  linguistic	  features	  that	  are	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  9	  Halliday	  1994:xxii	  10	  More	  detailed	  grammatical	  phenomena	  will	  be	  explained	  in	  the	  analysis	  where	  appropriate.	  For	  general	  grammatical	  and	  semantic	  abbreviations	  used	  in	  the	  analysis,	  the	  reader	  may	  consult	  the	  list	  of	  grammatical	  and	  semantic	  abbreviations,	  see	  section	  0.	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trivial	   enough	   to	  be	  accessible	  without	  a	  grammar	   […];	  or	  else	   the	  exercise	  remains	   a	   private	   one	   in	   which	   one	   explanation	   is	   as	   good	   or	   as	   bad	   as	  another	  (Halliday	  1994:xvi,xvii).	  	  	  The	   aim	   of	   functional	   grammar	   is	   ”to	   account	   for	   how	   the	   language	   is	   being	   used”,	   in	   other	  words,	   it	   is	  not	  a	   formal	  grammar	  that	  systemises	   language	  into	  grammatical	  structures,	  or	  as	  Halliday	  himself	  puts	  it,	  a	  theory	  that	  treats	  language	  as	  a	  system	  of	  forms,	  ”to	  which	  meaning	  are	   then	   attached”	   (Halliday	   1994:xiv),	   but	   a	   grammar	   that	   emphasises	   how	   language	   users	  have	   shaped	   language	   into	   systems	   according	   to	   their	   needs	   and	   interests.	   Indeed,	   functional	  grammar	  treats	   language	  as	  ”a	  system	  of	  meanings,	  accompanied	  by	   forms	  through	  which	  the	  meanings	  can	  be	  realized”	  (Halliday	  1994:xiv).	  This	  also	  implies	  that	  meaning,	  which	  is	  derived	  from	   language,	   and	   consequently	   language	   systems	   such	   as	   grammar,	   is	   dependent	   on	  functional	   features	   of	   language.	   Thus,	   texts	   are	   to	   be	   seen	   as	   holistic	   units	   (Halliday	  1994:xiii,xiv).	  Meaning	   is	   generally	   theorised	   in	   the	   discipline	   of	   semantics.	   Halliday	   explains	  that	  semantics	  is	  a	  system	  of	  meanings	  of	  a	  language	  for	  which	  a	  system	  of	  functional	  grammar	  is	  used	  to	  express	  these	  meanings	  through	  words	  and	  structures	  (Halliday	  1994:xvii).	  According	  to	  Halliday,	  there	  are	  two	  purposes	  for	  which	  functional	  grammar	  can	  be	  used:	  a)	  to	  further	  understanding	  of	  a	  text,	  and	  b)	  to	  evaluate	  a	  text,	  i.e.	  to	  deem	  whether	  or	  not	  it	  uses	  language	  adequately	  to	  get	  its	  message	  through.	  This	  latter	  level	  requires	  that	  the	  analyst	  looks	  at	  different	  contexts	  of	  the	  text,	  e.g.	  situation	  and	  culture	  (Halliday	  1994:xv).	  This	  is	  quite	  close	  to	  what	  CDA	  theoreticians,	  such	  as	  Fairclough	  and	  Van	  Dijk,	  suggest	  be	  done	  when	  doing	  critical	  discourse	  analysis.	  One	  might	  recall	  Fairclough’s	  discourse	  levels	  of	  description,	  interpretation	  and	   explanation	   (cf.	   section	   2.1.2),	   where	   especially	   the	   latter	   corresponds	   with	   Halliday’s	  evaluative	   level,	  whereas	  the	  two	  former	  may	  have	  more	   in	  common	  with	  clarifying	  the	  text’s	  meaning	   and	   aim.	   Likewise,	   Halliday	   and	   Fairclough	   both	   advocate	   that	   a	   text	   should	   be	  understood	  as	  a	  process	  rather	  than	  a	  product	  (Halliday	  1994:xxii).	  Ultimately,	  Halliday	  argues	  that	  an	  analysis	  has	  to	  reveal	  the	  semantic	  meaning	  of	  a	  text	  by	  processing	   it	   through	  a	  grammatical	   system.	  He	  emphasises	   that	   this	   is	   the	  only	  way	   to	  make	  one’s	  interpretation	  of	  the	  meaning	  of	  a	  text	  explicit.	  Yet,	  if	  texts	  are	  not	  interpreted	  as	  semantic	  units,	  but	  rather	  as	  formal	  grammatical	  ones,	  the	  text	  cannot	  be	  interpreted	  and	  explained	  in	  its	  situational,	   social	   and	   cultural	   context.	   In	   other	   words,	   it	   will	   become	   unhinged	   from	   the	  surrounding,	   non-­‐linguistic	   reality	   (Halliday	   1994:xvii).	   Functional	   grammar	   is	   an	   adequate	  theory	  and	  method	  for	  doing	  discourse	  analysis,	  because	  it	  is	  preoccupied	  with	  the	  semantics	  of	  a	  text,	  but	  never	  loses	  its	  foundation	  in	  the	  actual	  language	  being	  used.	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3	  Method	  	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  epistemological	  grounding	  of	  the	  thesis	  will	  be	  presented,	  followed	  by	  a	  representation	  and	  explanation	  of	  the	  analytical	  tools	  chosen	  for	  analysis	  of	  the	  data.	  
3.1	  Epistemological	  grounding:	  Social	  Constructivism	  	  This	  thesis	   is	  epistemologically	  grounded	  in	  social	  constructivism,	  not	   least	  due	  to	   its	  primary	  basis	   in	  CDA	   theory	  and	  methodology.	   Social	   constructivism	  purports	   to	  present	  a	  view	  of	   an	  ongoing	  construction	  and	  de-­‐	  or	  reconstruction	  of	  reality.	  It	  is	  keyed	  to	  individuals’	  and	  groups’	  perceptions	  of	   reality,	   as	  well	   as	   to	   their	   internal	   power	   structures	  or	  hierarchies,	  which	  will	  decide	  who	  may	  influence	  this	  reality	  and	  who	  may	  not.	  Social	  constructivism	  claims	  that	  there	  are	   no	   such	   things	   as	   objective	   and	   natural	   phenomena.	   This	   claim	   makes	   it	   the	   diametric	  contrast	  to	  realism,	  which	  advocates	  the	  existence	  of	  an	  objective	  reality.	  Social	  constructivism	  sees	  reality	  as	  the	  result	  of	  social	  and	  historical	  evolution.	  In	  other	  words,	  there	  is	  no	  essential	  core	   or	   universal	   truth,	   which	   also	   means	   that	   reality	   can	   always	   be	   changed	   (Rasborg	  2009:437).	  Everything	  bears	  to	  various	  extents	  the	  mark	  of	  human	  interference,	  interpretation	  and	  interests	  (Collin	  2003:248).	  	  Some	   major	   points	   about	   languages	   in	   regard	   to	   social	   constructivism	   should	   briefly	   be	  mentioned:	  1)	  Social	  constructivism	  recognises	  language	  as	  the	  prerequisite	  for	  thinking.	  People	  think	   according	   to	   their	   range	   of	   linguistic	   competences	   and	   concepts.	   2)	   Language	   use	   is	   a	  social	  action,	  i.e.	  the	  pragmatic	  aspects	  of	  language	  use	  are	  part	  of	  constituting	  reality.	  3)	  Social	  interaction	  and	  practice	  are	  the	  basis	  of	  social	  processes	  within	  institutions	  and	  societies.	  Such	  interaction	  and	  practice	  are	  largely	  dependent	  on	  language	  use	  (Rasborg	  2009:351,352).	  Since	   critical	   discourse	   analysis	   is	   employed	   in	   this	   thesis	   there	   is	   really	   no	   way	   around	  social	   constructivism,	   especially	   because	   of	   the	   importance	   assigned	   to	   language	   use	   and	   its	  power	  to	  alter	  perceptions	  and	  reality.	  As	  Finn	  Collin	  states:	  	   Ofte	   fremhæves	   den	   rolle	   som	   sproget	   spiller	   I	   konstruktionen	   af	  virkeligheden;	  det	  tjener	  til	  at	  strukturere	  og	  konstituere	  virkeligheden,	  idet	  dets	  semantiske	  struktur	  lægges	  ned	  over	  en	  amorf	  virkelighed,	  der	  først	  får	  form	  i	  kraft	  af	  denne	  semiotiske	  proces	  (Collin	  2003:252).	  	  The	   aim	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   to	   gain	   qualified	   insights	   into	   the	   discursive	   and	   ideological	  constructions	   of	   languages	   and	   multilingualism	   in	   an	   institution	   of	   power,	   i.e.	   the	   European	  Union.	  Hence,	  we	  arrive	  at	  this	  particular	  choice	  of	  epistemological	  grounding.	  However,	  social	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constructivism	  is	  not	  one	  clear	  and	  stable	  position	  (a	  fact	  that	  would	  run	  counter	  to	  its	  premise),	  but	  many	  positions,	  which	  hold	  some	  beliefs	   in	  common.	  This	  particular	   thesis	  recognises	   the	  significance	  of	  language	  use	  and	  interaction	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  reality.	  Yet,	  it	  does	  not	  adhere	  to	   some	   of	   the	  more	   extreme	   versions	   of	   social	   constructivism	  where	   nothing	   is	   real	   unless	  someone	  perceives	  it.	  	  
3.2	  Analytical	  Tools	  	  In	  the	  following	  the	  selected	  three	  analytical	  tools	  used	  to	  analyse	  the	  thesis	  will	  be	  described.	  All	  of	  them	  are	  primarily	  based	  on	  Lesley	  Jeffries’	  book	  Critical	  Stylistics	  –	  The	  Power	  of	  English	  (2010).	  The	  analytical	  tools	  chosen	  for	  analysis	  are:	  	  	  	   1. Naming	  and	  describing	  	  2. Equating	  and	  contrasting	  	  3. Representing	  actions,	  events	  and	  states	  	  Their	  first	  and	  foremost	  function	  is	  to	  be	  applied	  on	  the	  analytic	  description	  level,	  where	  they	  will	  aid	  in	  unravelling	  the	  textual	  features	  which	  will	  be	  the	  foundation	  of	  the	  interpretative	  and	  explanatory	  levels.	  While	  1	  and	  2	  primarily	  are	  concerned	  with	  semantic	  and	  pragmatic	  aspects	  of	  language	  use,	  3	  is	  grammatically	  and	  syntactically	  grounded.	  Nonetheless,	  all	  three	  categories	  are	  important	  in	  order	  to	  reveal	  the	  ideological	  impact	  a	  text	  can	  have	  on	  these	  different	  levels,	  and	  in	  unison	  they	  paint	  a	  picture	  of	  the	  entirety	  of	  discourses	  and	  ideologies	  behind	  a	  text.	  In	  short,	   the	   grammatical	   structure	   of	   a	   sentence	   may	   be	   just	   as	   influential	   as	   the	   semantic	  connotations	   of	   a	   noun	   or	   an	   adjective.	   The	   main	   functions	   of	   these	   analytical	   tools	   are	   to	  uncover	  how	   text	  producers	   structure	   their	   texts,	   and	   to	  disclose	   the	   ideologies	  behind	   these	  texts.	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  three	  analytical	  tools	  will	  be	  presented	  and	  explained.	  
3.2.1	  Naming	  and	  Describing	  	  Every	  text	  is	  a	  product	  of	  historical	  discourses	  and	  social	  practices.	  Its	  function	  is	  to	  describe	  its	  author’s	  view	  of	  the	  world,	  but	  also	  to	  convince	  its	  audience	  of	  the	  validity	  of	  its	  representation.	  	  In	   this	   context,	   nouns	   and	   adjectives	   are	   central,	   as	   they	   are	   the	   basic	  means	   of	   respectively	  giving	   name	   to	   and	   description	   of	   subjects	   and	   objects.	   Hence,	   a	   CDA	   analyst	   should	   pay	  particular	  interest	  to	  noun	  phrases	  when	  applying	  critical	  discourse	  analysis	  to	  a	  text,	  since	  they	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may	   reveal	   ideologies	  at	   the	  base	  of	   this	   text.	  Of	   course,	  not	   every	   linguistic	   construction	   is	   a	  conscious	   attempt	   to	   achieve	   a	   specific	   effect	   since,	   as	   promoted	   by	   Fairclough,	   people	   also	  operate	   unconsciously	  with	  more	  dominant	   forms	  of	   discourses	   and	   ideologies.	   Some	  uses	   of	  language	  are	  simply	  generally	  accepted	  and	  feel	  completely	  natural	  –	  indeed,	  other	  uses	  might	  seem	  quaint	  and	  constructed	  or	   forced.	  However,	  no	  matter	  how	  naturalised	  specific	  kinds	  of	  language	   use	   have	   become,	   according	   to	   Jeffries,	   the	   analyst	   should	   always	   consider	   their	  impacts	  on	  audience	  in	  order	  to	  expose	  power	  relations	  and	  agendas	  (Jeffries	  2010:35).	  	  	  Authors	   choose	   specific	  words	   to	  describe	   their	   viewpoints	   (Jeffries	  2010:17),	   and	   in	   this	  process	  of	  choosing	  they	  also	  deselect	  other	  words	  and	  phrases.	  Thus,	  critical	  discourse	  analysis	  is	  just	  as	  much	  about	  considering	  and	  discussing	  the	  alternatives	  of	  used	  phrases	  and	  terms	  as	  it	  is	  about	  highlighting	  which	  ones	  have	  been	  used.	  Authors’	  representations	  of	  the	  world	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  what	  they	  choose	  as	  well	  as	  from	  what	  they	  do	  not	  choose.	  Jeffries	  distinguishes	  between	  three	  different	  uses	  of	  nouns	  and	  adjectives,	  and	  these	  are:	  
• Noun	  choices	  
• Descriptions	  
• Nominalisations	  	  	  	  Noun	   choices	   are	  most	   prominent	  with	   regard	   to	   referencing	   to	   someone	   or	   something,	   also	  called	  a	  referent,	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  indicating	  what	  one	  thinks	  of	  this	  person	  or	  object.	  But,	  just	  as	  important,	  when	  one	  chooses	  a	  name	  for	  a	  referent	  it	  is	  from	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  alternatives,	  meaning	   that	   every	   time	   one	   selects	   a	   noun,	   one	   deselects	   even	   more	   (Jeffries	   2010:20).	  Consider	  the	  example,	  “My	  stepmother	  is	  a	  witch”.	  This	  sentence	  will	  probably	  make	  the	  reader	  think	  of	  this	  stepmother	  in	  a	  certain	  way,	  possibly	  fuelled	  and	  reinforced	  by	  general	  conceptions	  of	  stepmothers.	  Had	  the	  sentence	  been	  modified	  into	  “My	  stepmother	  is	  a	  wicked	  witch”,	  adding	  the	  descriptive	  adjective	  “wicked”,	  there	  would	  be	  little	  doubt	  as	  how	  to	  interpret	  the	  author’s	  opinion	  of	  his	  or	  her	  stepmother11.	  Adjectives	  are	  the	  primary	  means	  of	  description,	  yet	  nouns	  may	  also	  have	  built-­‐in	  descriptions	  due	  to	  specific	  connotations,	  as	  is	  the	  case	  of	  “witch”.	  Jeffries	  also	  states	   that	  adjectives	  or	  relative	  clauses	  that	  modify	  and	  qualify	  nouns	  and	  noun	  phrases	  may	  give	   these	  very	  specific	   connotations	  and	  attributes.	  Often	   the	  connotations	  of	  modifying	  adjectives	   are	   less	   questioned	   than	   adjectives	   serving	   as	   complements,	   as	   the	   former	   is	  disguised	  as	  a	  fact,	  because	  it	  is	  part	  of	  the	  clause’s	  subject	  and	  hence	  becomes	  an	  inherent	  part	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11	  	  Together	  with	  the	  noun	  ’witch’	  the	  adjective	  signals	  something	  very	  negative.	  On	  a	  more	  general	  note,	  however,	  ’wicked’	  has	  recently	  achieved	  a	  positive	  meaning	  for	  younger	  speakers	  of	  e.g.	  British	  English.	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of	  the	  referent,	  while	  the	  latter	  appears	  as	  a	  claim	  (Jeffries	  2010:26).	  Compare	  “The	  weakened	  European	  economies	  (S)	  may	  cause	  (V)	  a	  new	  crisis	  (DO)”,	  where	  “weakened”	  is	  expressed	  as	  a	  fact,	   to	   “The	   European	   economies	   (S)	   are	   (V)	  weakened	   (SC)	   (which	  may	   cause	   a	   new	   crisis	  [A])”,	  where	  “weakened”	  is	  expressed	  as	  a	  claim.	  	  Whether	   descriptions	   are	   assumed	   or	   proposed	   are	   also	   of	   relevance	   to	   the	   next	   point,	  namely	   the	   difference	   between	   propositions	   and	   presuppositions.	   A	   proposition	   is	   the	  relationship	   between	   the	   entities	   of	   a	   sentence;	  most	   commonly	   between	   subject	   and	   object.	  Their	   relationship	   is	   determined	   by	   a	   verb.	   E.g.	   in	   “My	   stepmother	   is	   a	   wicked	   witch”	   two	  entities	  are	  present	  “my	  stepmother”,	  functioning	  as	  subject,	  and	  “wicked	  witch”,	  functioning	  as	  subject	  complement,	  and	  from	  the	  form	  of	  copula	  be,	  namely	  “is”,	  the	  reader	  understands	  that	  the	   author	   thinks	   of	   these	   two	   as	   the	   same	   person.	   However,	   had	   the	   sentence	   been	   “My	  stepmother’s	  witchlike	  wickedness	   (S)	   scares	   (V)	  me	   (DO)”	   the	   proposition	  would	  describe	   a	  completely	  different	   relationship,	  where	   the	   stepmother’s	   trait	   is	   assumed	  or	  presupposed	  as	  part	   of	   the	   subject.	   This	   is	   a	   useful	  way	   of	   emphasising	   one	   relationship	   in	   order	   to	   obscure	  another	  which	  can	  be	  used	  for	  promoting	  a	  text	  producer’s	   ideological	  convictions	  and	  beliefs	  (Jeffries	  2010:21).	  	  The	  third	  way	  of	  naming	  is	  through	  the	  use	  of	  nominalisations.	  These	  represent	  actions	  or	  events,	   normally	   described	   by	   verbs,	  which	   have	   been	   turned	   into	   abstract	   nouns	   and	   hence	  appear	   in	  nominal	  positions,	  such	  as	  the	  subject.	  An	  example	  of	  a	  nominalisation	  could	  be	  the	  noun	  “distortion”	  which	  is	  derived	  from	  the	  verb	  “to	  distort”.	  Jeffries	  comments:	  	   We	  will	   see	  below	   that	   the	  main	   ideological	   importance	  of	  noun	  phrases	   is	  that	   they	   are	   able	   to	   ‘package	   up’	   ideas	   or	   information	   which	   are	   not	  fundamentally	  about	  entities	  but	  which	  are	  really	  a	  description	  of	  a	  process,	  event	   or	   action.	   In	   other	   words,	   the	   distinction	   between	   entities	   and	  processes	   is	  made	  less	  clear,	  and	  a	  process	  can	  be	  presented	  as	  being	  more	  like	  an	  entity.	  (Jeffries	  2010:19)	  	  Furthermore,	   nominalisations	   result	   in	   a	   lack	   of	   dynamism	   because	   actions	   and	   events	   are	  turned	   from	   something	   transitory	   into	   static	   objects.	  Moreover,	   when	   processes,	   actions	   and	  events	   are	   nominalised	   it	   also	   allow	   for	   these	   to	   become	  more	   general	   and	   less	   explicit.	   This	  may	   result	   in	   the	   actual	   state	   of	   affairs	   being	   hidden	   behind	   such	   general	   formulations	   and	  declarations	  (Jeffries	  2010:28).	  An	  invented	  example	  could	  be,	  “Recognition	  is	  an	  essential	  part	  of	  our	  firm”.	  The	  abstract	  noun	  “recognition”	  sounds	  very	  positive,	  but	  information	  about	  who	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or	  what	   is	  recognised	  and	  how	  this	  recognition	   is	  accomplished	   is	  absent,	   leaving	  the	  concept	  with	  little	  real	  value.	  	  Nominalisations	  may	   also	   lead	   to	  mystification,	  which	   is	   a	   term	   covering	   the	   idea	   that	   the	  real	  agency	  of	  a	  sentence	  has	  been	  obfuscated	  because	  the	  actor	  is	  fulfilled	  by	  a	  nominalisation,	  as	   in	   “The	   story	  was	   a	  distortion	   of	   the	   truth”	   rather	   than	   “Anna	   distorted	   the	   truth	  with	   her	  story”.	  Mystification	  can	  also	  be	  achieved	  through	  transformation,	  which	  is	  the	  act	  of	  turning	  an	  active	  clause	  structure	  into	  a	  passive	  one12,	  allowing	  for	  an	  actor	  to	  be	  left	  out	  of	  the	  sentence	  as	  in:	  “Africa	  was	  colonised”	  where	  “Africa”	  would	  be	  the	  direct	  object	  in	  an	  active	  clause,	  such	  as:	  “France	   colonised	   (part	   of)	   Africa”.	   Transformation	   can,	   however,	   also	   be	   achieved	   with	   an	  adverbial	  introduced	  by	  “by”:	  “The	  colonisation	  of	  Africa	  (S)	  (by	  the	  French	  [A])	  was	  (V)	  wrong	  (SC)”.	  This	  passive	  form	  is	  capable	  of	  obscuring	  agency	  since	  the	  adverbial	  “by	  the	  French”	  is	  an	  optional	  subject	  and	  can	  be	  left	  out.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  passive	  clause	  structure	  together	  with	  the	  nominalisation	  “colonisation”,	  which	  packages	  up	  the	  information	  that	  France	  colonised	  part	  of	  Africa,	  may	  conceal	  who	  did	  what	  to	  whom.	  	  So	   far	   it	   has	   been	   illustrated	   that	   nominalisations	   are	   capable	   of	   obscuring	   agency	   and	  “package	  up”	   information	  (Jeffries	  2010:25,30).	  Furthermore,	   it	   is	  easier	  to	  make	  assumptions	  when	   a	   clause	   has	   been	   nominalised,	   simply	   because	   concepts	   are	   more	   readily	   taken	   for	  granted	  or	  accepted	  when	  they	  have	  been	  named,	  possibly	  because	  an	  author	  when	  naming	  no	  longer	   represents	   his	   or	   her	   sentences	   as	   personal	   opinions,	   but	   as	   something	   obvious,	  something	  that	  simply	  is.	  In	  other	  words,	  processes,	  actions	  or	  events	  are	  named	  into	  being,	  into	  existence.	  This	  phenomenon	  is	  called	  reification.	  	  
3.2.2	  Equating	  and	  Contrasting	  
	  	  This	  section	  will	  endeavour	  to	  explain	  the	  second	  of	  the	  three	  analytical	  tools.	  Jeffries	  calls	  this	  tool	  “Equating	  and	  Contrasting”,	  and	  it	  is	  of	  interest	  because	  it	  deals	  with	  what	  text	  producers	  choose	  to	  contrast	  and	  equate,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  possible	  outcomes	  of	  their	  constructions.	  Naturally,	  many	  comparisons	  and	  contrasts	  already	  exist	  and	  are	  part	  of	  persons’	  MR	  and	  mental	  models,	  but	   texts	  may	  also	  make	  new	  and	  unconventional	  contrasts	  and	  comparisons	  between	  words,	  phrases,	   clauses	   and	   even	   paragraphs	   through	   different	   means	   (Jeffries	   2010:51,52).	   For	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  Preisler	  describes	  the	  criteria	  for	  a	  passive	  clause	  as:	  The	  direct	  or	  indirect	  object	  of	  the	  active	  clause	  function	  as	  the	  passive	  clause’s	  subject.	  Furthermore,	  a	  form	  of	  ’be’	  is	  inserted	  right	  before	  the	  main	  verb,	  which	  have	  to	  be	  a	  past	  participle.	  Finally,	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  active	  sentence	  is	  left	  out	  or	  placed	  in	  an	  optional	  adverbial	  introduced	  by	  ’by’	  (Preisler	  1997:67).	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example,	  text	  producers	  may	  use	  syntactic	  triggers	  for	  creating	  conceptual	  equivalence.	  Some	  of	  these	  are:	  	  	  
• Apposition	  
• Parallel	  structures	  
• Relational	  intensive	  equivalence	  	  
• The	  clause	  structure	  “x	  is	  y”	  (Jeffries	  2010:53,54)	  	  Appositions	   are	   syntactic	   constructions,	   which	   equate	   two	   entities	   in	   a	   sentence	   (Jeffries	  2010:52,53).	  A	  common	  example	  could	  look	  like	  this:	  “Ms.	  Black,	  the	  company’s	  youngest	  CEO,	  explains…”.	  The	  apposition	  enables	  the	  reader	  to	   interpret	  “the	  company’s	  youngest	  CEO”	  and	  “Ms.	  Black”	  as	  the	  same	  person.	  Other	  examples	  of	  appositional	  use	  could	  be	  the	  two	  following	  where	   the	   complementary	   adjectives	   are	   supposed	   to	   denote	   something	   similar:	   “She	   was	  brilliant,	   mesmerising”	   or	   “She	   was	   ugly,	   disgusting”;	   this	   is	   called	   a	   “x	   (brilliant/ugly),	   y	  (mesmerising/disgusting)”	  structure.	  The	  syntactic	  structure	  of	  appositions	  entail	  that	  readers	  will	   expect	   synonyms	   and	   hence	   interpret	   them	   as	   such;	   even	   though	   they	   may	   not	   be	   so.	  Depending	  on	  the	  text	  readers’	  awareness	  a	  text	  producer	  may	  equate	  concepts	  for	  ideological	  purposes,	  e.g.	  “the	  economic	  policy	  of	  the	  left	  is	  irresponsible,	  perilous”.	  Hence	  appositions	  are	  also	  sources	  for	  accessing	  the	  ideological	  viewpoints	  of	  the	  text	  producer	  as	  they	  reveal	  what	  he	  or	  she	  thinks	  of	  or	  would	  like	  to	  suggest	  as	  comparisons.	  	  Parallel	  structures	  are	  similar	  to	  appositions	  in	  some	  respects.	  A	  parallel	  structure	  consists	  of	   two	   syntactically	   identical	   clauses	  which	   construct	   their	   separate	   contents	   as	   the	   same	   or	  something	  quite	  similar,	  e.g.	  “They	  were	  young.	  They	  were	  careless”,	  by	  having	  the	  same	  subject	  and	  verb.	  In	  this	  example	  the	  parallel	  structures	  allow	  for	  correspondence	  between	  their	  subject	  complements.	  Relational	  intensive	  equivalence	  is	  achieved	  by	  verbs	  such	  as	  copula	  “be”,	  “seem”,	  “become”,	  “appear”,	  etc.	  and	  describes	  stables	  relations	  between	  carriers	  and	  attributes,	  e.g.	  “The	  children	  seemed	   to	  be	   tired”.	  The	  structure	   “x	   is	  y”	   is	  one	  of	   the	  most	   recognisable	   forms	  of	   relational	  intensive	  equivalence.	  Practically	  speaking,	  it	  defines	  what	  something	  is,	  e.g.	  “He	  is	  a	  boy,	  so	  he	  is	  good	  at	  sports”,	  and	  hence	  it	  may	  contain	  the	  text	  producer’s	  ideologies	  and	  attitudes.	  Besides	  comparisons,	  contrasts	  are	  also	   important	   tools	   for	  creating	  an	   ideological	   impact.	  Adjectives,	   nouns	   and	   verbs	   may	   be	   used	   for	   contrasting	   due	   to	   their	   lexical	   meaning.	   An	  example	   would	   be	   complementaries,	   which	   are	   contrasts	   that	   rule	   each	   other	   out,	   e.g.	  man/woman,	   ugly/beautiful,	   or	   benevolent/malevolent.	   Complementaries	   are	   very	   important	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when	   one	   tries	   to	   identify	   and	   analyse	   ideologies	   in	   discourses.	   If	   a	   text	   producer	   describes	  something	  or	  someone	  with	  a	  complementary,	  he	  or	  she	  excludes	  the	  object	  of	  description	  from	  being	  the	  opposite.	  Complementaries	  do	  not	  allow	  for	  gradation	  and	  may	  thus	  confer	  very	  clear	  and	   strong	   messages,	   although	   not	   particularly	   nuanced	   ones.	   They	   are	   often	   used	   for	  promoting	  logics	  of	  equivalence	  (cf.	  2.1.4).	  Moreover,	   there	   are	   quite	   a	   few	   syntactic	   triggers	   for	   contrasting	   provided	   by	   clause	  structures	  with	  fairly	  specific	  patterns.	  Some	  of	  them	  are	  described	  in	  the	  below	  table	  (Jeffries	  2010:57,58):	  	  
Name	  of	  clause	  structure	   Clause	  structure	   Example	  Negated	   “x	  is	  not	  y”/”x,	  not	  y”/”lot	  of	  x,	  no	  y”,	  etc.	   “I	  want	  this,	  not	  that	  one.”	  Comparative	   “more/less	  x	  than	  y”	   “He	   behaves	   more	   like	   a	   child	  than	  an	  adult.”	  Concessive	   “despite/yet/still	  x,	  y”,	  etc.	   “Despite	  their	  great	  efforts,	  they	  failed.”	  Contrastives	   “x,	  but	  y”	   “She	  is	  a	  peacock	  in	  anything	  but	  beauty.”	  	  
3.2.3	  Representing	  actions,	  events	  and	  states	  	  This	   section	  will	   explain	  how	  events,	   actions	   and	   states	   are	   represented	  with	   verbs	   and	  verb	  phrases	   and	   how	   to	   identify	   such	   structures.	   Such	   structures	   of	   actions,	   events	   or	   states	   are	  achieved	  through	  different	  uses	  of	  transitivity,	  i.e.	  this	  analytical	  tool	  is	  primarily	  dependent	  on	  grammatical	   analysis,	   but	   also	   semantic	   analysis	   as	   there	   may	   very	   well	   be	   discrepancies	  between	  grammatical	  form	  and	  semantic	  function	  caused	  by	  e.g.	  transformation	  (cf.	  3.2.1).	  This	  will	  also	  be	  explained	  in	  further	  detail	   later	   in	  this	  section.	  Text	  producers	  may	  employ	  verbs,	  also	  called	  predicators,	  to	  mediate	  their	  texts	  in	  the	  most	  convincing	  way	  and	  to	  highlight	  certain	  processes	  beneficial	  to	  their	  general	  ideological	  orientation	  and	  aim.	  In	  other	  words,	  transitivity	  choices	   reflect	   how	   text	   producers	   through	   their	   language	   represent	   their	   mental	   picture	   of	  reality	   and	   how	   they	   account	   for	   their	   experience	   of	   the	   world	   whether	   consciously	   or	  unconsciously	  (Jeffries	  2010:50).	  	  Overall,	  verbs	  describe	  three	  different	  kinds	  of	  transitivity	  (Jeffries	  2010:37,38):	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• Event	  –	  what	  is	  happening?	  
• Action	  –	  what	  is	  being	  done?	  
• State	  of	  affairs	  –	  what	  is?	  	  Depending	   on	   what	   kind	   of	   message	   the	   text	   producer	   wants	   to	   get	   through	   he	   or	   she	   will	  choose	  verbs	  which	  present	  either	  of	  the	  above	  possibilities.	  Notice	  the	  difference	  between	  “the	  interest	  rate	  on	  loans	  is	  rising”	  (event),	  “IMF	  raises	  the	  rent	  on	  loans”	  (action)	  and	  “the	  rent	  on	  loans	   is	  high”	   (state).	  A	  good	  example	  of	  an	   ideological	  discourse	  described	  by	  a	   state	  verb	   is	  from	   the	  Danish	   fiscal	   tax	  debate	  where	   the	  general	  discourse,	   “The	  Danish	   tax	  burden	   is	   too	  high”	   is	   quite	   common.	   Indeed,	   it	   seems	   to	  have	  become	  naturalised,	   an	   indisputable	   logic	   or	  common	  sense,	  or	  at	  least	  it	  is	  very	  often	  unquestioned.	  However,	  because	  said	  expression	  has	  become	   so	   profoundly	   embedded	   in	   the	   general	   discourse	   on	   taxes,	   most	   people	   perceive	  Danish	  taxation	  rates	  to	  be	  constantly	  and	  perpetually	  high,	  a	  character	  they	  simply	  just	  possess.	  While	   the	   examples	   just	   described	   are	   examples	   of	   the	   effects	   of	   transitivity,	   a	   system	   for	  identifying	  the	  three	  transitivity	  types	  is	  also	  needed.	  Jeffries	  suggests	  a	  transitivity	  model	  with	  four	   different	   categories:	   Material	   actions,	   verbalisation	   processes,	   mental	   processes	   and	  relational	  processes.	  The	  following	  discussion	  will	  explain	  these:	  1)	  Material	  actions	  refer	   to	  what	   is	  being	  done	  or	  what	   is	  happening,	  most	  commonly	   in	  a	  physical	  way,	   though	   they	  may	   also	  describe	  more	   intangible	  processes.	  Verbs	  of	   action	  have	  three	  subcategories,	   the	   first	  being	  Material	  Action	   Intentional	  (MAI)	  which	   is	   concerned	  with	  verbs	   that	   have	   actors	   who	   consciously	   act	   in	   a	   specific	   way.	   The	   second	   is	   concerned	   with	  unintentional	   conscious	   agency,	   called	  Material	   Action	   Supervention	   (MAS).	   It	  may	   be	   used	   to	  describe	  people	  who	  do	  something	  wrong,	  but	  cannot	  help	  it.	  The	  third	  subcategory	  is	  Material	  
Action	  Events	  (MAE)	  and	  refers	  to	  verbs	  that	  use	  inanimate	  actors,	  resulting	  in	  complete	  lack	  or	  downplay	  of	  human	  agency	  and,	  possibly,	  error.	  Material	  actions,	  which	  often	  although	  not	  always	  represent	  action,	  have	  an	  actor,	  a	  process,	  which	  is	  the	  primary	  determinant	  of	  whether	  an	  utterance	  is	  represented	  as	  an	  action,	  state	  or	  event,	   and	   often	   also	   a	   goal,	   as	   in	   the	   example:	   “Languages	   (Actor)	   facilitates	   (Process)	  communication	  (Goal)”.	  Actor,	  Process	  and	  Goal	  are	  semantic	  labels.	  	  2)	  Verbalisation	  processes	  describe	  actions	  that	  involve	  language	  use.	  They	  too	  have	  human	  actors	   and	   are	   thus	   close	   to	   material	   actions.	   Their	   semantic	   labels	   are	   Sayer	   (who	   says	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something),	  Process,	  Verbiage	  (what	  is	  said)	  and	  Target	  (to	  whom	  is	  it	  said).	  An	  example	  would	  be,	  “Carolyn	  (S)	  said	  (P)	  to	  us	  (T)	  that	  Anya	  had	  bit	  her	  (V)”.	  3)	  Mental	   processes	   are	   preoccupied	   with	   the	   psychic	   state	   of	   persons.	   There	   are	   three	  subcategories,	   the	   first	   being	  Mental	   Cognition	   (MC)	   which	   contain	   verbs	   related	   to	   insights,	  understanding,	  thinking,	  knowing,	  and	  so	  forth.	  The	  second	  is	  Mental	  Reaction	  (MR)	  which	  has	  to	  do	  with	  emotional	  preferences,	   e.g.	   liking,	   feeling,	  mourning,	  hating,	   etc.	  The	   third	   is	   called	  
Mental	   Perception	   (MP)	   and	   includes	   all	   verbs	   of	   sense	   perception.	   The	   semantic	   labels	   for	  mental	   processes	   are	   Senser,	   Process	   and	   Phenomenon,	   e.g.	   “She	   (Senser)	   felt	   (Process)	   bad	  (Phenomenon).	  4)	  Relational	  processes	  refer	  to	  static	  or	  stable	  relationships	  between	  carriers	  and	  attributes.	  There	   are	   three	   sub-­‐categories	   which	   all	   use	   different	   verbs.	   Intensive	   Relations	   (RI)	   use	   the	  copula	   verb	   “to	   be”,	   while	   Possessive	   Relations	   (RP)	   use	   verbs	   like	   “have”,	   and	   finally	  
Circumstantial	   Relations	   (RC)	   are	   dependent	   on	   verbs	   of	   movement	   as	   well	   as	   “be”	   (Jeffries	  2010:40-­‐43).	  The	  semantic	  labels	  of	  relational	  processes	  are	  Carrier,	  Process	  and	  Attribute.	  The	  semantic	  labels	  are	  summed	  up	  in	  the	  table	  below:	  	   	  	  	  	  	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  verbs	  can	  belong	  to	  more	  than	  one	  of	  the	  different	  categories	  in	  the	  transitivity	  model,	  which	  means	  that	  a	  verb	  choice	  cannot	  be	  analysed	  and	  interpreted	  outside	  its	  co-­‐	  and	  context	  (Jeffries	  2010:38-­‐40,45,46).	  Likewise,	  it	  should	  be	  stressed	  that	  there	  may	  be	  correspondence	  between	  semantic	  participant	   labels	  and	  grammatical	  clause	  constituents,	  e.g.	  between	  Actor	  and	  Subject,	  Process	  and	  Verb,	  and	  Goal	  and	  Direct	  Object,	  but	  this	  is	  not	  a	  given.	  Finally,	   on	   a	  more	   general	   note,	   analysts	   doing	   grammatical	   discourse	   analysis	   ought	   to	   pay	  attention	  to	  the	  level	  of	  clause	  embedding.	  This	  term	  covers	  the	  fact	  that	  if	  an	  argument	  is	  deeply	  embedded	   in	   its	   grammatical	   structure,	   viz.	   it	   is	   present	   at	   a	   deep	   syntactical	   level,	   it	  will	   be	  more	  easily	  accepted	  because	  people	  will	  tend	  to	  be	  less	  aware	  of	  it	  (Jeffries	  2010:48).	  	  	  As	   can	   be	   concluded	   from	   these	   categories	   of	   transitivity,	   and	   more	   generally	   all	   of	   the	  analytical	  tools,	  there	  are	  a	  range	  of	  different	  ways	  text	  producers	  may	  use	  for	  presenting	  their	  texts,	   and	   each	   of	   them	  will	   in	   their	   co-­‐texts	   and	   contexts	   have	   different	   ideological	   impacts.	  
1st	  Material	  actions	   	  Actor	   Process	   Goal	   …	  2nd	  Verbalisation	  processes	   Sayer	   Process	   Verbiage	   Target	  3rd	  Mental	  processes	   	   Senser	   Process	   Phenomenon	   …	  4th	  Relational	  processes	   Carrier	   Process	   Attribute	   …	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Before	  these	  tools	  will	  be	  applied	  in	  the	  analysis,	  we	  should	  have	  a	  brief	  look	  at	  how	  the	  data	  of	  the	  analysis	  has	  been	  handled	  generally.	  
4	  Data	  	  As	   mentioned	   in	   the	   introduction,	   the	   data	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   from	   a	   debate	   in	   the	   European	  Parliament.	   I	   have	   previously	   worked	   with	   the	   European	   Union	   and	   multilingualism	   from	   a	  more	  policy-­‐oriented	  perspective	  and	   it	   struck	  me	   then	  how	  much	  effort	   the	  EU,	   in	  particular	  the	   European	   Commission,	   puts	   into	   propagating	   languages	   in	   the	  member	   states.	   Hence,	   for	  this	   thesis	   I	   have	   decided	   to	   work	   qualitatively	   with	   a	   case	   study	   in	   order	   to	   highlight	   the	  linguistic	  features	  of	  discourses	  on	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  in	  the	  union.	  Furthermore,	  this	  particular	   debate	   lets	   me	   observe	   the	   clashes	   between	   the	   respective	   discourses	   of	   the	  Commissioner	  and	  parliamentarians.	  This	  would	  not	  have	  been	  possible,	  were	  I	  to	  look	  only	  at	  a	  set	  of	  official	  written	  documents	  from	  the	  EU.	  	  
4.1	  Data	  Handling	  	  The	  debate	  has	  been	  transcribed	  in	  its	  entirety	  (cf.	  transcription	  appendix	  I)	  in	  order	  for	  me	  as	  analyst	  to	  get	  a	  coherent	  and	  holistic	  impression	  of	  the	  debate.	  However,	  there	  is	  far	  too	  much	  material	   to	   analyse	   all,	   and	  hence	   specific	   excerpts	   have	  been	   singled	   out	   for	   analysis.	   At	   the	  beginning	  of	  each	  excerpt	  to	  be	  analysed,	  the	  data	  is	  presented	  in	  its	  original	  transcription	  form.	  However,	  in	  each	  section	  of	  the	  analysis	  –	  description,	  interpretation	  and	  explanation	  –	  the	  text	  excerpt	   has	   been	   rewritten	   to	   standard	   spelling,	   punctuation	   and	   grammar.	   This	   entails	   that	  pauses	   and	   stutters,	   mispronounced	   words	   etc.	   have	   been	   removed	   in	   order	   to	   make	   the	  analysis	  sections	  more	  reader-­‐friendly.	  It	  can	  hardly	  be	  avoided	  that	  such	  intervention	  will,	  on	  some	  scale,	  reflect	  my	  context	  models	  and	  members’	  resources,	  but	  I	  am	  conscious	  of	  it	  and	  will	  try	   to	   influence	   the	   text	   minimally.	   Moreover,	   specific	   parts	   of	   each	   excerpt	   have	   been	  subordinated	   to	  a	  grammatical	   and	  semantic	  analysis	  guided	  by	   the	  analytical	   tools	   (cf.	  3.2.1-­‐3.2.3).	   These	  parts	   are	   in	  bold	   in	   the	  original	   transcription	  parts	   that	   introduce	   each	   excerpt.	  When	   they	   are	   presented	   throughout	   the	   analysis,	   they	  will	   have	   a	   grammatical	   as	  well	   as	   a	  semantic	  label.	  These	  are	  separated	  by	  a	  /,	  and	  the	  grammatical	  label	  will	  be	  placed	  on	  the	  left	  side	  whereas	  the	  semantic	   label	  will	  be	  on	  the	  right.	  Hence,	   if	  an	  utterance	  has	  a	  grammatical	  subject	  which	  is	  also	  the	  semantic	  actor	  it	  will	  be	  labelled	  S/A	  (for	  a	  full	  list	  of	  abbreviations	  cf.	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0).	   The	   excerpts	   are	   to	   function	   as	   examples	   of	   how	   semantic	   and	   grammatical	   analysis	   are	  valuable	  tools	  for	  unravelling	  the	  discourses	  and	  ideologies	  of	  a	  text.	  
4.2	  Data	  Bias	  
4.2.1	  Selecting	  Data	  for	  the	  Analysis	  	  Since	  CDA	  in	  general	  and	  this	  thesis	  in	  particular	  works	  qualitatively	  with	  data,	  the	  researcher	  conducting	  CDA	  analysis	  should	  always	  be	  aware	  of	  the	  risk	  of	  selecting	  data	  that	  will	  confirm	  his	  or	  her	  points,	   so-­‐called	   “cherry-­‐picking”,	  and	  consequently	  seek	   to	  minimise	   this	   risk.	  The	  excerpts	   analysed	   in	   this	   thesis	   have	   been	   singled	   out	   according	   to	   the	   specific	   criteria	  accounted	  for	  below:	  
• There	   should	   be	   equal	   distribution	   between	   the	   Commission	   and	   Parliament	  contributions,	  in	  order	  to	  identify	  possible	  clashes	  between	  Commission	  and	  Parliament	  discourses.	  
• As	  many	  as	  possible	  of	  the	  contributions	  should	  be	  presented	  in	  English	  by	  the	  speakers.	  However,	   it	  should	  also	  be	  a	  coherent	  English	  in	  order	  to	  conduct	  a	  plausible	  discourse	  analysis.	  
• All	   contributions	   from	   Great	   Britain	   should	   be	   included	   since	   this	   thesis	   is	   part	   of	   an	  English	  master	  degree.	  	  
• Excerpts	   are	   picked	   due	   to	   their	   different	   representations	   of	   language	   and	  multilingualism,	   and	   not	   due	   to	   their	   interest	   in	   terms	   of	   speaker	   positions,	   power	   or	  how	  well	  methodological	  tools	  might	  be	  applied	  to	  them.	  It	  would	  make	  no	  sense	  to	  let	  tools	  decide	  the	  result	  of	  the	  analysis.	  
• Excerpts	   from	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   text	   should	   be	   equally	   divided	   between	   his	  introductory	  statement	  and	  his	  closing	  remarks	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  a	  holistic	  picture	  of	  the	  debate	  and	  the	  discourses	  presented	  in	  it.	  
4.2.2	  Analysing	  Interpretations	  	  One	  might	  argue	  that	  discourse	  analysis	  will	  hardly	  bring	  forth	  the	  true	  discourses	  if	  it	  is	  based	  in	  interpretations	  as	  is	  the	  case	  for	  some	  of	  the	  data	  in	  this	  thesis.	  However,	  discourse	  analysis	  does	   not	   merely	   depend	   on	   the	   text	   producer,	   but	   as	   much	   on	   the	   recipient.	   Much	   inter-­‐institutional	  communication	  in	  the	  EU,	  particularly	  in	  the	  EU	  Parliament,	  is	  dependent	  on	  either	  interpretation	  or	  translation	  and	  hence	  these	  will	  constitute	  the	  real	  or	  original	  message	  for	  the	  recipients.	  It	  should,	  however,	  be	  stressed	  that	  the	  simultaneous	  interpretations	  are	  only	  for	  the	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benefit	   of	   communication	  between	   the	  EU	  politicians.	   Interpretations	  have	  no	   legal	   or	  official	  status	  per	   se.	   Yet,	   they	   are	   the	   only	  way	   to	   experience	   debates	   in	   situ,	   and	   consequently	   the	  processes	  behind	  much	  official	  legislation.	  In	  the	  thesis	  at	  hand,	  focus	  is	  on	  how	  discourses	  are	  constructed	  to	  an	  English-­‐speaking	  audience.	  	  
4.2.3	  The	  Topic	  of	  the	  Debate	  	  The	   topic	   of	   the	   debate,	   minority	   and	   regional	   languages	   in	   a	   cultural	   framework,	   puts	   the	  discursive	  constructions	  of	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  within	  the	  order	  of	  culture.	  This	  might	  rule	   out	   some	   constructions,	   e.g.	   multilingualism	   as	   an	   asset	   for	   member	   states’	   economies.	  Then	  again,	  culture	  is	  also	  a	  construction	  and	  the	  parliamentarians	  might	  as	  well	  view	  current	  economy	  as	  part	  of	  European	  culture	  as	  they	  may	  think	  of	  democracy	  or	  philosophy.	  Hence,	  the	  cultural-­‐order	  limitation	  is	  really	  limited	  as	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  debate	  in	  general.	  
5	  Analysis	  	  Before	  the	  actual	  discourse	  analysis	  of	  the	  debate	  a	  few	  introductory	  comments	  will	  be	  made	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  the	  reader	  with	  a	  context	  to	  the	  data	  excerpts	  singled	  out	  for	  analysis,	  as	  well	  as	  some	  general	  observations	  of	  relevance	  to	  the	  analysis.	  
5.1	  Participants,	  Topic	  and	  Structure	  	  There	  are	  numerous	  participants,	  but	  the	  ones	  chosen	  for	  the	  analysis	  of	  this	  thesis	  are	  the	  then	  Commissioner	  of	  Multilingualism,	  Leonard	  Orban,	   as	  well	   as	   four	  parliamentarians.	  These	  are	  Diane	   Dodds	   from	   Northern	   Ireland,	   Alejo	   Vidal-­‐Quadras	   from	   Spain,	   Kay	   Swinburne	   from	  Wales	  and	  Ramon	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells	  from	  Spain	  as	  well.	  	  	  The	   general	   topic	   of	   the	   debate	   is	   regional	   and	   minority	   languages	   within	   the	   European	  Union.	   More	   specifically	   it	   is	   presented	   as	   a	   “Commission	   statement	   on	   the	   use	   of	   minority	  languages	  within	  the	  framework	  of	  the	  European	  cultural	  heritage”	  (appendix	  I,	  ll.	  81-­‐83).	  As	  the	  analysis	  will	  show,	   this	   topic	  branches	  out	   in	  quite	  different	  ways	  depending	  on	  the	  speakers’	  contributions.	  The	   debate	   is	   structured	   in	   three	   sections.	   In	   the	   first,	   the	   Commissioner	   presents	   his	  statement.	  In	  the	  second,	  the	  parliamentarians	  may	  take	  the	  floor	  and	  present	  their	  cases.	  In	  the	  third	   and	   final	   section,	   Commissioner	  Orban	  makes	   his	   closing	   remarks	   and	   comment	   on	   the	  parliamentarians’	  statements.	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5.2	  Institutional	  Distance	  	  This	  thesis	  will	  introduce	  an	  innovative	  concept	  named	  institutional	  distance13.	  Its	  function	  is	  to	  describe	   the	   relations	   between	   the	   participants	   and	   especially	   between	   their	   discourses	   and	  ideologies,	   viz.	   their	   representations.	   This	   institutional	   distance	   can	   manifest	   in	   terms	   of	  institutional	  subject	  positions,	  power	  relations	  as	  well	  as	   ideological	  viewpoints.	  For	  example,	  Commissioner	  Orban,	  due	  to	  his	  function	  as	  representative	  of	  the	  EU	  Commission,	  enjoys	  a	  more	  elevated	  speaker	  position	  than	  the	  parliamentarians,	  first	  of	  all	  because	  he	  does	  not	  have	  to	  ask	  for	   the	   floor	   and	   secondly	   because	   his	   speaking	   time	   is	   not	   limited.	   Since	   he	   is	   granted	   the	  closing	   remarks	   for	   commenting	   on	   the	   parliamentarians’	   statements,	   he	   can	   simply	   choose	  what	   he	   wants	   to	   comment	   on	   and	   leave	   other	   issues	   uncommented.	   In	   other	   words,	  Commissioner	   Orban’s	   subject	   position	   is	   institutionally	   distanced	   to	   the	   other	   participants’	  subject	  positions,	   and	   this	  will	   influence	   their	  discourses	  as	  well	   as	  his.	  Concrete	  examples	  of	  this	  will	  be	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  analysis.	  
5.3	  First	  Commission	  excerpt	  	  	  This	  excerpt	  contains	  Commissioner	  Leonard	  Orban’s	  (hereafter	  LO)	  introduction	  to	  the	  debate.	  It	  has	  been	  chosen	  due	  to	  its	  quality	  as	  an	  introduction	  and	  hence	  the	  foundation	  of	  the	  rest	  of	  his	   speech.	   Moreover,	   it	   is	   in	   this	   part	   of	   his	   statement	   that	   he	   states	   the	   EU	   Commission’s	  reasons	  for	  implementing	  a	  strategy	  for	  multilingualism	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  (ll.113,114).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  93	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   presidents	  	  94	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	  	   (2.7)	  	  95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  (0.7)	  	  
96	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   the	  general	  aim	  of	  the	  european	  policy	  of	  multilingualism	  is	  
97	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   to	  	  
98	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	  	   (3.0)	  	  
99	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   highlight	  all	  of	  the	  languages	  that	  are	  used	  erh	  in	  the	  erh	  (0.5)	  
100	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   e_u_	  	  
101	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   according	  to	  the	  treaty	  (0.6)	  	  
102	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   erhm	  community	  action	  (0.7)	  	  
103	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   should	  aim	  to	  encourage	  eh	  cooperation	  among	  the	  member	  states	  	  
104	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   in	  order	  to	  (0.4)	  provide	  a	  contribution	  (0.5)	  to	  (0.4)	  erhm	  	  
105	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   cultural	  dive-­	  versity	  while	  respecting	  that	  erh	  diversity	  on	  the	  
106	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   national	  and	  regional	  levels	  	  107	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.5)	  	  108	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   draws	  in	  air	  during	  pause	  109	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   and	  we	  should	  eh	  (0.4)	  put	  a	  focus	  on	  our	  (.)	  europea-­‐	  common	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  13	  The	  concept	  is	  inspired	  by	  Norman	  Fairclough’s	  concept	  of	  social	  distance	  which	  describes	  subject	  positions	  as	  they	  are	  related	  to	  each	  other	  “in	  terms	  of	  what	  relationships	  of	  power,	  social	  distance,	  and	  so	  forth	  are	  set	  up	  and	  enacted	  in	  the	  situation”	  (Fairclough	  2010:124).	  	  
	  31	  
110	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   european	  erh	  (0.3)	  cultural	  heritage	  	  111	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   and	  so	  the	  european	  commission	  working	  closely	  with	  the	  member	  112	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   states	  eh	  	  113	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   implements	  a	  strategy	  to	  promote	  multilingualism	  and	  linguistic	  114	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   diversity	  	  
5.3.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  	  After	  the	  formal	  greetings,	  LO	  states	  that:	  	  
	  	  On	   the	   grammatical	   level,	   the	   sentence	   uses	   cleft	   clauses	   in	   order	   to	   get	   the	  most	   important	  information	  at	   the	  end	   (according	   to	   the	  end-­‐weight	  principle,	  Preisler	  1997).	  As	   can	  be	   seen	  from	  the	  above	  analysis,	  LO	  uses	  intensive	  relational	  (IR)	  transitivity	  to	  construct	  this	  utterance,	  which	  means	  that	  he	  defines	  a	  stable	  relationship	  between	  two	  entities,	  the	  aim	  of	  the	  European	  policy	   of	  multilingualism	   and	   “to	   highlight	   all	   of	   the	   languages	   that	   are	   used	   in	   the	   EU”.	   This	  results	  in	  a	  static	  and	  constant	  construction	  rather	  than	  a	  dynamic	  one.	  This	  is	  also	  the	  overall	  impression	  if	  one	  only	  looks	  at	  the	  sentence’s	  subject,	  which	  is	  constituted	  by	  a	  rather	  long	  noun	  phrase.	  The	  subject	  is	  characterised	  by	  the	  head,	  “aim”,	  which	  is	  a	  nominalisation	  as	  it	  is	  derived	  from	  the	  verb	  “to	  aim”.	  The	  head	  is	  postmodified	  by	  “of	  the	  European	  policy	  of	  multilingualism”.	  One	  might	  anticipate	  that	  “European	  policy	  of	  multilingualism”	  would	  be	  the	  subject,	  but	  here	  it	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is	   merely	   part	   of	   the	   subject,	   and	   inactive	   because	   it	   is	   grammatically	   constructed	   as	   a	  describing	   postmodifier	   to	   “aim”.	   Hence,	   the	   policy	   is	   rid	   of	   real	   agency,	   and	   instead	   of	  describing	  an	  ongoing	  process,	  the	  phrase	  describes	  a	  static	  state	  of	  affairs.	  	  Would	  one	  achieve	  an	   impression	   of	   an	   ongoing	   process,	   one	   should	   rather	   have	   used	   the	   following	   sentence	  structure:	  	  
	  	  This	   sentence	   structure	   emphasises	   that	   the	   concept	   “policy”	   (which	   shares	   traits	   with	   a	  nominalisation	  because	  it	  conceals	  real	  agency	  –	  after	  all,	  policies	  do	  not	  do	  anything,	  they	  are	  always	   enacted	   and	   enforced	   by	   someone)	   continually	   does	   something	   in	   order	   to	   achieve	  something.	  Furthermore,	  the	  transitivity	  has	  been	  slightly	  changed	  by	  the	  rewriting.	  The	  verbal	  elements	  or	  processes	  dictating	   the	   relationship	  between	   the	   two	  entities	  have	   changed	   from	  copula	  “is”	  in	  the	  original	  text	  to	  “aims”	  in	  the	  rewritten	  one.	  Or	  to	  put	  it	  differently,	  the	  process	  has	  been	  changed	   from	  a	  description	  of	  a	   stable	   relation	  concerned	  with	  attributes,	   that	   is	   IR	  transitivity,	  to	  a	  dynamic	  movement	  towards	  a	  goal,	  i.e.	  a	  material	  action	  intentional	  (MAI)14.	  	  If	   one	   turns	   to	   an	   analysis	   of	   the	   sentence’s	   subject	   complement,	   there	   are	   likewise	   some	  observations	  to	  be	  made.	  The	  analysis	  clearly	  shows	  how	  many	  grammatical	  layers	  the	  subject	  complement	   consists	   of,	   leading	   to	   a	   high	   level	   of	   embedding,	   especially	   with	   regard	   to	   the	  relative	   subclause,	   “that	   are	   used	   in	   the	  EU”.	   The	   function	   of	   this	   subclause	   is	   to	   define	  what	  languages	  are	  included	  in	  the	  policy,	  and	  implicitly,	  which	  are	  not.	  When	  something	  is	  defined,	  things	   that	  do	  not	  adhere	   to	   the	  description	  must	  by	  definition	  be	  excluded,	   in	   this	  particular	  case,	   languages	   that	   are	   not	   used	   in	   the	   EU.	   Hence,	   the	   relative	   subclause	   is	   pragmatically	   a	  contrast	   used	   for	   exclusion.	   However,	   the	  meaning	   of	   this	   relative	   subclause	   has	   been	   toned	  down	  considerably	  as	  it	  is	  deeply	  embedded	  in	  the	  sentence	  structure.	  This	  also	  entails	  that	  the	  contrast	   to	   the	   inclusive	   head	   “all”	   becomes	   less	   stark.	   Furthermore,	   “used”	   is	   an	   interesting	  verb	  choice	  because	  it	  refers	  to	  a	  practice.	  Had	  LO	  rather	  said	  that	  “the	  policy	  aims	  to	  highlight	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  14	  Even	  though	  ’policy’	  is	  strictly	  an	  inanimate	  actor,	  I	  characterise	  the	  rewritten	  sentence	  as	  MAI	  because,	  as	  mentioned,	  ’policy’	  is	  a	  term	  which	  hides	  the	  real	  actors,	  but	  nonetheless	  they	  are	  there.	  Moreover,	  ’aims’	  suggests	  intentionality.	  
	  33	  
all	  EU	  languages”	  or	  “all	  the	  languages	  of	  the	  member	  states”	  the	  definition	  would	  be	  less	  clear,	  or	  it	  would	  at	  least	  allow	  for	  dominant	  power	  blocs	  to	  interpret	  the	  statement	  according	  to	  their	  designs,	  i.e.	  that	  only	  national	  and	  official	  languages	  should	  be	  highlighted.	  If	  one	  moves	  on	  to	  look	  at	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  for	  the	  multilingualism	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  strategy,	  the	  grammatical	  analysis	  of	  it	  could	  look	  like	  this:	  	  
	  	  In	  this	  sentence,	  action	  is	  being	  stressed	  on	  different	  levels.	  First	  of	  all,	  the	  subject	  is	  realised	  by	  an	  abstract	  compound	  noun	  phrase	  with	  “action”	  as	  its	  head	  and	  “community”	  as	  a	  premodifier.	  It	  could	  also	  be	  said,	  to	  be	  a	  nominalisation,	  since	  LO	  chooses	  “action”	  rather	  than	  a	  form	  of	  “to	  act”.	  Second,	  the	  transitivity	  use	  also	  underscores	  action,	  as	  it	  is	  a	  MAI	  construction,	  even	  though	  it	   is	  difficult	   to	  determine	  whether	   “Community	  action”	   is	  an	  animate	  or	   inanimate	  actor.	  Yet,	  the	  verbs	  “aim”	  and	  “encourage”	  suggest	  intentionality	  and	  an	  agenda,	  which	  puts	  it	  under	  MAI	  transitivity.	  Hence,	   there	   is	   inconsistency	  between	  the	   inanimate	  actor	  of	   the	  proposition,	  and	  the	  verb	  phrase’s	  focus	  on	  intentional	  action.	  In	  short,	  this	  sentence	  is	  dominated	  by	  the	  agency	  of	  a	  non-­‐existing	  actor,	  which	  is	  only	  revealed	  by	  careful	  analysis.	  Moreover,	  it	  is	  still	  presented	  as	  an	  action,	  leaving	  the	  impression	  that	  something	  is	  actively	  being	  done	  to	  improve	  the	  status	  of	  diversity.	  The	   direct	   object	   is	   also	   noteworthy.	   It	   is	   the	   semantic	   goal	   and	   thus	   describes	  what	   the	  semantic	  actor,	  “Community	  action”,	  should	  do.	  This	  means	  that	  focus	  of	  the	  sentence	  does	  not	  lie	  on	  the	  “cooperation”,	  which	  is	  part	  of	  the	  goal,	  but	  rather	  on	  what	  the	  actor	  should	  do	  to	  the	  goal.	   In	   other	  words,	   “cooperation”,	  which	   is	   already	   presupposed	   and	   enacted	   as	   a	   constant	  state	   due	   to	   its	   construction	   as	   a	   nominalisation,	   is	   put	   in	   the	   background.	   This	   allows	   LO	   to	  mention	  it,	  but	  without	  having	  to	  clarify	  what	  it	  means.	  The	  link	  between	  “cooperation”	  and	  the	  following	   noun	  phrase,	   “a	   contribution	   to	   cultural	   diversity”,	   is	   likewise	   assumed	   rather	   than	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proposed.	   It	   is	   simply	   taken	   for	   granted	   that	   cooperation	   between	   the	   member	   states	   will	  contribute	  to	  cultural	  diversity	  even	  though	  it	  is	  never	  explained	  or	  exemplified	  how.	  Nor	  is	  the	  abstract	  noun	  phrase	  “cultural	  diversity”	  explained	  though	   it	   is	   rather	  significant	  as	   it	   is	  what	  should	  be	  worked	  towards.	  The	  concept	  has	  little	  real	  meaning	  except	  for	  what	  is	  being	  granted	  it	   by	   its	   interpreters,	   a	   fact	   that	   yields	   the	   concept	   an	   empty	   signifier	   (cf.	   Howarth	   and	  Stavrakakis,	  2.1.4).	  Likewise,	  “contribution”	  is	  a	  nominalisation	  that	  packages	  information	  about	  an	  actual	  course	  of	  action	  and	  strategies,	  while	  it	  also	  connotes	  that	  cultural	  diversity	  exists	  and	  is	  worth	  maintaining.	  
5.3.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  	  Having	  now	  established	  a	  range	  of	  grammatical	  and	  semantic	  features	  of	  the	  text,	  one	  may	  start	  interpreting	   them	   according	   to	   CDA	   theory	   and	   especially	   Fairclough’s	   model	   of	   description,	  interpretation	  and	  explanation	  (cf.	  fig.	  1,	  2.1.2).	  Generally,	  LO’s	  utterances	  are	  formal	  and	  move	  along	   rather	   abstract	   lines.	   While	   this	   is	   probably	   due	   to	   discourse	   orders	   associated	   with	  statements	   and	   introductions,	   these	   utterances	   are	   the	   foundation	   of	   his	   speech	   and	  representations	  and	  hence	  important	  to	  scrutinise.	  	  One	  might	  start	  with	  interpreting	  one	  of	  the	  direct	  object	  of	  5.3-­‐A,	  namely	  “all	  languages	  that	  are	  used	  in	  the	  EU”.	   It	   is	   interesting	  how	  he	  uses	  this	  sentence	  structure	  to	  overtly	   include	  all	  languages	  used	  in	  the	  EU	  with	  the	  head	  “all”,	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  use	  the	  relative	  subclause	  to	  covertly	   exclude	   others,	   i.e.	   those	   not	   used	   in	   the	   EU.	   Furthermore,	   there	   are	   a	   lot	   of	   local	  varieties	  of	  languages,	  which	  are	  not	  even	  mentioned	  and	  must	  be	  considered	  excluded	  by	  this	  omission.	  In	  short,	  he	  conveys	  a	  positive	  message	  to	  his	  audience	  about	  inclusion	  and	  equality,	  yet	   in	  reality	  his	  message	   is	   just	  as	  much	  about	  excluding	  others.	   In	  other	  words,	   through	  the	  syntactical	   structure	   one	   is	   able	   to	   see	   how	   LO	   demonstrates	   the	   power	   to	   define	   who	   is	  welcome	  and	  who	  is	  not.	  Although	  it	  is	  quite	  obscured,	  a	  distinction	  between	  Us	  (within	  EU)	  and	  Them	   (those	   outside)	   is	   hereby	   enacted.	   Nonetheless,	   the	   rankshifted	   direct	   object	   “all	  languages	   that	   are	   used	   in	   the	   EU”	   is	   an	   important	   feature	   of	   the	   text	   because	   it	   challenges	  common	   notions	   of	   the	   official	   EU	   languages’	   supremacy	   over	   all	   others.	   In	   this	   context,	   the	  important	  word	   is	   “used”	   as	   it	   signals	  without	   a	   doubt	   that	   LO	   is	   not	   speaking	   exclusively	   of	  official	  and	  national	  languages.	  	  The	   grammatical	   structure	   of	   5.3-­‐A’s	   subject,	   “the	   European	   policy	   of	   multilingualism”,	  which	  emphasises	  the	  policy’s	  state	  rather	  than	  what	  it	  aspires	  to	  do,	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  if	  there	  is	  no	  want	  of	  action,	  because	  the	  situation	  is	  already	  favourable	  and	  hence	  there	  is	  no	  need	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for	   a	  movement	   towards	   something.	  As	   could	  be	   seen	   from	   the	   rewritten	   example,	   it	   is	   quite	  possible	  to	  insert	  a	  process	  that	  dictates	  action	  rather	  than	  a	  state,	  but	  this	  would	  also	  expose	  the	  policy	  as	  less	  stable	  to	  the	  audience.	  If	  a	  policy	  aims	  to	  do	  something,	  this	  means	  that	  it	  has	  not	  achieved	  it,	  or	  worse,	  that	  it	  cannot;	  a	  condition	  that	  would	  be	  frowned	  upon,	  especially	  by	  parliamentarians	  who	  represent	  minority	  or	  regional	  languages	  and	  wish	  to	  see	  them	  promoted.	  	  As	  mentioned	  in	  the	  previous	  section,	  “Community	  action”	  is	  a	  complicated	  actor	  because	  it	  is	  an	  abstract	  noun	  phrase	  containing	  a	  nominalisation.	  It	  suggests	  the	  idea	  that	  the	  EU	  and	  its	  member	  states	  are	  and	  act	  as	  one.	  “Community”	  is	  a	  rather	  interesting	  word	  in	  itself	  because	  it	  connotes	  a	  closer	  and	  more	  profound	  relationship	   than	  “institution”	  or	  even	  “union”;	   thus	   the	  Commissioner	   speaks	   of	   	   “Community	   action”	   rather	   than	   “institutional	   action”.	   The	   EU	   has	  often	  been	  accused	  of	  lacking	  proximity	  and	  closeness,	  popularly	  summarised	  in	  a	  phrase	  such	  as	  “the	  democratic	  deficit	  of	  the	  European	  Union”	  (Shore	  2001:109).	  Hence,	  the	  EU	  Commission,	  here	   represented	   by	   LO,	   may	   very	   well	   have	   a	   distinct	   motive	   for	   using	   a	   term	   such	   as	  “Community”,	  namely	   to	  emphasise	   through	  sustained	   repetition	   that	   the	  union	   is	  not	  distant	  nor	   undemocratic	   or	   alien.	   “Community”	   plays	   into	   the	   discourses,	   also	   present	   in	   the	   text	  examples	   at	   hand,	   of	   togetherness	   and	   solidarity	   represented	   by	   words	   like	   “common”	   and	  “heritage”.	  Note	  also	  the	  use	  of	  the	  noun	  phrase	  “our	  common	  European	  cultural	  heritage”.	  The	  Commissioner	   is	   here	   downplaying	   his	   subject	   position	   as	   an	   EU	   politician	   in	   order	   to	   view	  himself	   and	   his	   audience	   as	   fellow	   Europeans,	   by	   the	   use	   of	   inclusive	   “our”,	   while	   he	  presupposes	  that	  they	  hold	  something	  in	  common.	  He	  legitimises	  his	  discourse	  with	  a	  historical	  reference	   to	   “heritage”.	   Moreover	   he	   ascribes	   several	   traits	   to	   this	   heritage,	   “common,	  European,	   cultural”,	   which	   by	   virtue	   of	   their	   function	   as	   modifying	   adjectives	   used	   for	  description,	  reveal	  that	  he	  expects	  his	  audience	  to	  share	  his	  viewpoints,	  or	  alternatively	  that	  he	  is	  using	  his	  position	  to	  impose	  these	  views	  upon	  them.	  Ultimately,	  he	  is	  constructing	  a	  discourse	  which	   enacts	   the	   very	   commonality	   that	   he	   is	   advocating,	   i.e.	   in	   a	   sense	   he	   brings	   this	  commonality	   about	   or	   reifies	   it.	   The	   problem	   concerning	   “Community”	   is	   that	   it	   is	   used	   for	  mystification,	  i.e.	  it	  obscures	  real	  agency,	  and	  ultimately,	  it	  remains	  ambiguous	  who	  should	  act	  so	  as	  to	  ensure	  that	  contribution	  to	  cultural	  diversity	  of	  which	  multilingualism	  is	  a	  part.	  Just	  as	  agency	   has	   been	   mystified	   so	   has	   the	   responsibility	   to	   act	   in	   favour	   of	   multilingualism	   and	  linguistic	  diversity	  been	  mystified.	  	  In	   itself,	   “Community	  action”	  signals	  action,	  due	   to	   its	  nominalised	  grammatical	  head.	  This	  allows	  LO,	  just	  like	  we	  observed	  with	  “contribution”,	  to	  assume	  this	  action	  and	  not	  define	  what	  this	   “action”	   is	   in	  practice.	  There	  are	  also	  other	  consequences	  of	   the	  partly	  nominalised	  actor,	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“Community	  action”.	  It	  forms	  a	  discourse	  that	  purports	  to	  do	  something,	  to	  be	  active,	  especially	  since	  it	  is	  the	  actor	  of	  a	  MAI	  structure.	  In	  reality,	  however,	  “Community	  action”	  is	  an	  actor	  not	  capable	  of	  doing	  anything.	   In	  other	  words,	   this	  part	  of	  LO’s	  discourse	   is	  a	  statement	  of	   intent,	  but	  with	  no	  conscious	  actors	  to	  realise	  such	  intent,	  or	  even	  to	  nurture	  it.	  	  Similar	   structures	   can	   be	   observed	   in	   other	   parts	   of	   the	   text	   as	   well.	   According	   to	   the	  Commissioner	  “Community	  action”	  should	  encourage	  “cooperation	  among	  the	  member	  states”.	  As	   suggested	   earlier,	   this	   is	   a	   presupposition	   and	   not	   a	   proposition,	   i.e.	   the	   Commissioner	  produces	  it	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  fact	  and	  not	  a	  possibility.	  The	  nominalisation,	  “cooperation”,	  conveys	  positive	  connotations,	  but	  due	   to	   its	  abstract	  nature	   it	   remains	  unclear	  how	  such	  cooperation	  should	   be	   enacted.	   Hence,	   the	   nominalisation	   constructs	   a	   positive	   discourse,	   yet	   with	   little	  substance,	   just	   like	   “contribution”	   which	   connotes	   giving	   or	   adding	   to	   something,	   and	   is	   a	  semantically	   positive	  word	   as	  well	   as	   a	   nominalisation	   that	   blurs	   the	   exact	   processes.	   These	  processes	  cannot	  be	  interpreted	  sufficiently	  by	  the	  audience,	  because	  neither	  “cooperation”	  nor	  “contribution”	   are	   nominalisations	   that	   can	   be	   unpacked	   so	   as	   to	   provide	   specific	   courses	   of	  action.	  “Diversity”	  is	  another	  prominent	  abstract	  noun	  of	  this	  data	  excerpt.	  Basically,	  it	  means	  that	  something	   differs	   from	   something	   else.	   In	   this	   text,	   “diversity”	   is	   specified	   as	   1)	   “cultural”	   (l.	  105)	  and	  2)	  as	  “linguistic”	   (l.	  114).	  LO	  and	  all	   the	  parliamentarians	  he	   is	  addressing	  will	  have	  this	  concept	  as	  part	  of	  their	  MR	  and	  mental	  models.	  It	  will	  be	  grounded	  in	  discourse,	  as	  it	  is	  here,	  but	  also	  in	  practice	  as	  they	  all	  operate	  within	  a	  union	  constituted	  by	  27	  different	  member	  states,	  which	  means	  that	  diversity	  is	  an	  inherited	  part	  of	  their	  everyday	  lives.	  On	  a	  practical	  level,	  they	  are	   confronted	   with	   diversity	   whenever	   they	   assemble	   as	   the	   majority,	   if	   not	   all,	   of	   their	  colleagues	   are	   from	   other	   member	   states.	   Hence,	   “diversity”	   is	   likely	   to	   have	   positive	  connotations	  for	  them.	  This	  also	  explains	  why	  LO	  presents	  cultural	  diversity	  as	  a	  desirable	  state,	  which	  ought	  to	  be	  promoted	  further.	  In	  effect,	  he	  enacts	  “diversity”	  as	  a	  naturalised	  ideology	  Finally,	   it	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   abstract	   nouns	   and	   noun	   phrases,	   often	   premodified	   by	  adjectives,	   are	   prominent	   features	   that	   help	   form	   LO’s	   discourse.	   The	   way	   he	   uses	   abstract	  nouns,	  nominalisations	  and	  adjectives	  often	  causes	  them	  to	  be	  discursively	  equalised.	  E.g.	  in	  this	  text	   he	   weaves	   “diversity”,	   “heritage”,	   “cultural”,	   “linguistic”	   and	   “common”	   together	   with	   no	  distinct	   difference	   between	   these	   concepts.	   He	   intertwines	   them	   as	   if	   they	   naturally	   belong	  together.	   This	   is	   a	   cue	   to:	   1)	   this	   being	   a	   naturalised	   discourse	   to	   him,	   and	   2)	   that	   he	  presupposes	  that	  it	  will	  part	  of	  the	  parliamentarians	  discursive	  common	  sense	  as	  well.	  Yet,	  even	  though	   these	   concepts	   are	   intertwined	   and	   in	   this	   way	   compared,	   they	   are	   not	   necessarily	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constructed	  as	  equals.	  For	  example,	  cultural	  diversity	  and	  heritage	  are	  clearly	  the	  ends	  to	  which	  certain	   means	   are	   to	   be	   implemented,	   such	   as	   a	   strategy	   for	   multilingualism	   and	   linguistic	  diversity	   (cf.	   e.g.	   ll.102-­‐105,109-­‐114).	   One	   must	   hence	   deduce	   that	   linguistic	   diversity	   is	   a	  subcategory	  to	  cultural	  diversity,	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  a	  subdivision	  of	  culture.	  In	   the	   next	   section	   these	   various	   features	   of	   the	   text	   will	   be	   analysed	   with	   regard	   to	  production	  and	  reproduction	  of	  ideologies.	  
5.3.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  Overall,	  LO’s	  discourse	  restrains	   language	  and	  multilingualism	  to	  an	  area	  primarily	  concerned	  with	  culture,	  hence	  keeping	   it	  out	  of	   some	  of	   the	  biggest	   trademarks	  of	   the	  EU:	  economy	  and	  business.	  The	   trend	   to	  put	   language-­‐related	   issues	  under	  culture	  can	  also	  be	   found	  on	   the	  EU	  Commission’s	  webpage	  where	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  policies	  feature	  under	  the	  category	  of	  Culture,	  Education	  and	  Youth.	  More	  striking,	  perhaps,	   is	  that	   languages	  and	  multilingualism	  are	   not	   promoted	   as	   functional	   concepts	   necessary	   for	   communication.	   Rather,	   they	   are	  contributions	  to	  cultural	  diversity.	  This	  reveals	  an	  ideology	  and	  discursive	  practice	  of	  enacting	  language	  as	  a	  symbolic,	  contrary	  to	  a	  functional,	  concept.	  This	  entails	  that	  languages	  do	  not	  get	  recognised	  in	  their	  own	  right,	  but	  rather	  they	  are	  legitimised	  through	  discourses	  of	  culture	  and	  diversity.	  The	  latter	  is	  essential	  to	  the	  entire	  institutional	  order	  of	  the	  union.	  Unfortunately,	  this	  reproduces	  an	  increasingly	  common	  discourse	  on	  languages,	  viz.	  that	  they	  are	  not	  important	  in	  themselves	   but	   primarily	   as	   tools	   for	   specific	   purposes,	   or,	   as	   in	   this	   text,	   as	   symbols	   of	  something	  else,	  e.g.	  different	  peoples	  or	  nations.	  Equal	  treatment	  and	  status	  of	  languages	  signify	  equality	   between	   nation	   states	   in	   the	   union.	   This	   representative	   role	   makes	   languages	   a	  sensitive	  area,	  since	  there	  is	  more	  than	  one	  language	  present	  in	  every	  member	  state,	  but	  often	  only	  one	  official	   language.	  Consequently,	   language	  groups	  within	  a	   society	   that	   speak	  another	  language	   than	   the	   majority,	   e.g.	   Basque	   or	   Catalan	   speakers	   in	   Spain,	   are	   not	   defined	   as	  members	  of	  their	  respective	  societies.	  Such	  suppression	  of	   identities	  results	   in	  many	  language	  communities	   being	   outraged	   that	   they	   cannot	   gain	   recognition	   within	   the	   EU	   because	   their	  nation	  states	  do	  no	  wish	   them	  to	  obtain	   it.	  Those	  without	  a	  recognised	   language	  are	  bereft	  of	  status	   and	   identity	   in	   the	   union.	   When	   primarily	   national	   languages	   get	   official	   status	   an	  ideology	  of	  the	  nation	  state	  and	  its	  sovereignty	  is	  being	  reproduced.	  This	  ideology,	  and	  practice,	  has	  been	  preponderant	  in	  Europe	  ever	  since	  the	  19th	  century	  (Wintle	  1999:156,159).	  As	  mentioned	  previously,	  LO	  uses	  many	  nominalisations,	  which	  make	  his	  discourse	  general	  and	  abstract;	  not	  least	  when	  he	  addresses	  the	  idea	  of	  what	  member	  states	  should	  do.	  This	  might	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very	  well	  be	   intentional	   language	  use,	  due	  to	   the	  political	  order	  of	   the	  EU,	  where	  the	  member	  states’	   sovereignty	   is	   highly	   respected	   and	   protected	   (cf.	   5.4.3).	   E.g.	   when	   he	   states	   that	  Community	   action	  will	   encourage	   “cooperation	  between	  member	   states	   in	   order	   to	  provide	   a	  contribution	  to	  cultural	  diversity”	  the	  nominalisations	  enable	  LO	  to	  assume	  that	  member	  states	  do	  and	  will	  cooperate	  and	  contribute	  by	  representing	  this	  as	  states	  rather	  than	  actions.	  In	  other	  words,	   he	   does	   not	   need	   tell	   the	   parliamentarians	   how	   their	   member	   states	   should	   act,	   viz.	  violate	  their	  sovereignty,	  yet	  still	  he	  gets	  his	  message	  across,	  namely	  that	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	   should	   be	   promoted.	   However,	   LO	   also	   does	   challenge	   this	   ideology	   of	   state	  sovereignty	  when	  he	  stresses	  that	  all	  languages	  that	  are	  used	  in	  the	  EU	  should	  be	  promoted.	  In	  this	   sense	  his	  discourse	   is	   creative	  as	   it	   tells	  of	   a	  perspective	  where	   languages	  are	  more	   than	  representatives	  of	  nation	  states.	  It	  also	  tells	  of	  an	  attitude	  where	  LO	  recognises	  that	  if	  the	  EU	  is	  to	  live	  up	  to	  its	  ideologies	  about	  diversity,	  inclusion	  and	  solidarity,	  languages	  have	  an	  essential	  role	  to	  play.	  In	  this	  way	  he	  promotes	  a	  logic	  of	  difference	  (cf.	  Howarth	  &	  Stavrakaksis,	  2.1.4).	  Of	  course,	   he	   demonstrates	   a	   logic	   of	   equivalence	   at	   the	   same	   time	   when	   he	   excludes	   non-­‐EU	  languages,	  which	  is	  a	  reproduction	  of	  a	  protectionist	  ideology	  that	  demarcates	  Us	  and	  Our	  from	  Them	  and	  Their.	  	  Overtly	   this	   excerpt’s	   discourse	   and	   ideologies	   are	   concerned	   with	   promoting	   cultural	  diversity	   through	   better	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   implementation.	   Covertly,	   however,	  political	   power,	   as	   well	   as	   principles	   about	   policy	   making	   in	   the	   EU,	   govern	   the	   text’s	  representations	  too.	  In	  that	  respect,	  LO	  reproduces	  the	  institutional	  structure	  of	  the	  European	  Union	  and	  its	  social	  and	  discursive	  practices.	  
5.4	  Second	  Commission	  excerpt	  	  This	   excerpt	   has	   been	   chosen	   because	   it	   addresses	   relations	   between	   languages	   and	   policies,	  which	  are	  important	  to	  investigate	  in	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  political	  discourses	  on	  languages	  within	  the	  European	  Union.	  	  
148	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   there	  is	  no	  community	  (0.3)	  legislation	  governing	  the	  use	  of	  
149	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   language	  in	  member	  states	  (0.4)	  	  150	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   having	  said	  that	  (0.8)	  neither	  the	  (0.3)	  er	  the	  treaty	  does	  not	  um	  151	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   allow	  for	  competencies	  to	  allow	  for	  legislation	  to	  be	  created	  in	  152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   this	  area	  	  153	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  
154	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   respecting	  cultural	  diversity	  (0.2)	  is	  a	  part	  of	  er	  the	  er	  european	  
155	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   charter	  of	  fundamental	  rights	  article	  twenty	  two	  	  
156	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   and	  er	  (0.7)	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  is	  to	  re-­	  (0.4)	  be	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157	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   respected	  as	  you	  know	  (0.5)	  	  	  158	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   the	  charter	  (0.9)	  covers	  the	  institutions	  of	  the	  eh	  e_u	  and	  the	  159	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   member	  states	  eh	  (0.7)	  	  160	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   to	  the	  extent	  that	  the	  institutions	  erh	  (0.3)	  	  161	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   erh	  implement	  eh	  leg-­‐	  community	  legislation	  so	  (0.4)	  member	  states	  162	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   have	  eh	  the	  decision	  making	  power	  (0.4)	  	  163	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   in	  terms	  of	  their	  internal	  (0.3)	  linguistic	  policy	  	  164	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   and	  this	  includes	  (0.3)	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  	  165	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  166	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   protecting	  erm	  (0.7)	  national	  minorities	  is	  part	  and	  parcel	  of	  167	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   respecting	  human	  rights	  	  
5.4.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  	  One	  of	  the	  first	  occurrences	  of	  interest	  in	  this	  excerpt	  is	  the	  first	  sentence:	  	  
	  	  The	  above	  sentence	  structure	  results	  in	  various	  effects.	  First	  of	  all,	  the	  real	  subject,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  empty	  “there”,	  is	  “Community	  legislation”,	  but	  the	  grammatical	  structure	  de-­‐emphasises	  it	  as	   actor	   because	   it	   is	   structured	   as	   to	   be	   in	   a	   direct	   object	   position.	   Second,	   the	   effect	   of	   the	  negated	   nominalisation,	   “legislation”,	   is	   that	   it	   removes	   focus	   from	   the	   real	   subject,	   i.e.	   those	  who	  do	  not	  legislate	  about	  the	  use	  of	  languages.	  It	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  that	  the	  abstract	  noun	  “Community”,	  which	  previously	  has	  served	  as	  a	  subject	  or	  actor,	  functions	  as	  a	  mere	  describing	  adjective.	  Yet,	  it	  is	  still	  unclear,	  at	  least	  to	  outsiders,	  what	  or	  who	  “Community”	  consists	  of.	  This	  contributes	  to	  downplaying	  agency.	  Third,	  the	  transitivity	  is	  described	  with	  relational	  intensity	  action,	  but	  pragmatically	  there	  can	  be	  no	  relationship	  between	  “there”,	  which	  signifies	  nothing,	  and	  “Community	  legislation”,	  i.e.	  form	  and	  function	  are	  discordant.	  Nonetheless,	  it	  has	  the	  effect	  of	  representing	  the	  utterance	  as	  a	  state	  and	  not	  an	  intentional	  action	  or	  event,	  which	  would	  have	  been	   required	  had	   there	  been	  no	  nominalisation,	   e.g.	   “The	  European	  Union	  does	  not	   legislate	  about	  language	  use	  in	  the	  member	  states”.	  	  After	  having	  determined	  that	  the	  Community	  does	  not	  have	  and	  never	  will	  have	  any	  direct	  influence	  on	  the	  member	  states’	  language	  policies,	  LO	  continues:	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  Here	   respect	   of	   cultural	   diversity	   and	   the	   European	   Charter	   of	   Fundamental	   Rights	   are	   being	  equated	  through	  IR	  transitivity.	  The	  construction	  used	  results	   in	  a	  subject	  complement,	  which	  underlines	   the	   legal	   aspects	  of	  diversity.	   In	  other	  words,	   the	  equivalence	  promotes	   respect	  of	  diversity	   as	   a	   legal	   responsibility.	   This	   is	   moreover	   repeated	   in	   lines	   166-­‐167,	   “protecting	  national	  minorities	  is	  part	  and	  parcel	  of	  respecting	  human	  rights”,	  where	  the	  exact	  same	  “x	  is	  y”-­‐structure	  as	  in	  this	  example	  is	  used	  to	  compare	  protection	  of	  national	  minorities	  and	  respect	  of	  human	   rights.	   In	   all	   the	   examples	   “part	   and	   parcel	   of”	   or	   “part	   of”	   are	   employed.	   These	  particular	  constructions	  allow	  for	  the	  use	  of	  a	  subject	  complement	  instead	  of	  a	  direct	  object,	  in	  other	  words	  they	  represent	  states	  rather	  than	  events	  or	  actions,	  which	  would	  be	  more	  natural	  when	  speaking	  about	  respecting	  someone	  or	  something.	  “Respecting	   cultural	   diversity”	   is	   an	   interesting	   subject	   because	   it	   is	   grammatically	  constituted	  by	   a	   rankshifted	   clause	  with	   an	   ing-­‐verb	  –	  which	   connotes	   an	  ongoing	  or	   current	  process	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  sentence’s	  overall	  transitivity,	  which	  describes	  a	  state	  –	  and	  a	  direct	  object.	  Semantically	  it	  is	  an	  example	  of	  a	  mental	  process	  of	  reaction	  where	  “respecting”	  realises	  the	   process	   and	   “cultural	   diversity”	   the	   phenomenon.	  What	   is	   truly	   relevant	   is	   of	   course	   the	  omission	   of	   a	   senser	   (cf.	   3.2.3).	   Looking	   at	   the	   rankshifted	   realisation	   of	   the	   subject	   also	  emphasise	  that	  it	  is	  a	  nominalisation	  since	  an	  actual	  verbal	  process	  fulfils	  the	  subject	  position.	  This	  removes	  human	  agency	  and	  responsibility.	  	  The	  utterance	  of	  5.4-­‐B	  is	  followed	  by	  a	  rather	  similar	  one:	  	  
	  	  Once	  more	  an	  IR	  structure	  may	  be	  observed,	  though	  a	  bit	  more	  complicated	  one.	  First	  of	  all,	   it	  gives	  “cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity”,	   the	  carrier,	   the	  attribute	  of	  being	  constantly	  respected	  since	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  proposition’s	  two	  entities	  is	  presented	  as	  a	  state.	  However,	  more	   unusually,	   the	   attribute	   is	   realised	   by	   a	   passive	   verb	   phrase,	   i.e.	   a	   process.	   Hence,	   LO	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manages	  to	  construct	  a	  state	  which	  is	  dependent	  on	  a	  process.	  Due	  to	  this	  process,	  it	  is	  stressed	  that	   action	   is	   required	   –	   someone	   has	   to	   respect	   cultural	   and	   linguistic	   diversity.	   This	   also	  entails	  that	  this	  diversity	  is	  the	  semantic	  goal	  though	  the	  grammatical	  subject,	  which	  indicates	  transformation.	  The	  transformation,	  i.e.	  the	  passive	  verb	  structure,	  also	  entails	  that	  there	  is	  no	  actor.	  To	  put	   it	  differently,	   agency	  has	  not	  only	  been	  downplayed	  or	  nominalised,	   it	  has	  been	  utterly	   removed.	   A	   more	   direct	   utterance	   would	   be:	   “We/The	   member	   states/EU	   politicians	  (S/A)	  must	  respect	  (V/P)	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  (DO/G)”.	  It	  should	  also	  be	  noted	  how	  “cultural”	  and	  “linguistic”	  are	  used	  as	  coordinated	  premodifiers	   for	  describing	   the	  same	  noun,	  tying	  them	  once	  again	  into	  the	  same	  discourse.	  
5.4.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  	  This	   excerpt	   is	   dominated	   by	   cautious	   and	   general	   language	   use,	   probably	   due	   to	   the	  conventions	   of	   parliamentary	   debates,	   which	   use	   nominalisations	   to	   obscure	   real	   agency	   or	  completely	   omit	   it,	   as	   can	   be	   seen	   from	   e.g.	   “respecting	   cultural	   diversity”,	   and	   “protecting	  national	   minorities”	   and	   “Community	   legislation”,	   a	   slightly	   altered	   version	   of	   “Community	  action”	  from	  the	  first	  excerpt.	  Especially	  the	  ing-­‐forms	  used	  in	  subject	  positions	  signal	  that	  this	  is	  something	  that	  should	  be	  continually	  done,	  however,	  at	  the	  same	  time	  there	  are	  no	  real	  actors	  in	   these	   structures.	   It	   would	   appear	   that	   the	   Commissioner	   expresses	   a	   common	   discourse	  based	  on	  respect	  for	  others	  and	  a	  moral	  responsibility	  to	  protect	  those	  weaker	  than	  oneself.	  In	  other	   words,	   it	   relays	   a	   message	   about	   the	   Commissioner’s	   and	   consequently	   the	   EU	  Commission’s	  norms	  and	   sense	  of	   responsibility	  without	  having	   to	   require	   any	   actual	   actions	  from	  the	  member	  states,	  without	  ending	  up	  in	  an	  uncomfortable	  role	  as	  the	  dictating	  institution.	  The	  function	  of	  this	  discourse	  is	  thus	  to	  appear	  as	  having	  high	  moral	  standards	  and	  at	  the	  same	  time	  seem	  non-­‐aggressive	  within	  domains	  belonging	  to	  member	  states’	  sovereignty,	  hence	  the	  statement	  of	  5.4-­‐A.	  Moreover,	  as	  described	   in	  5.4.1,	   the	  expression	  “Community	   legislation”	   is	  abstract	   as	   well	   as	   nominalised,	   and	   it	   would	   have	   been	   more	   straightforward	   had	   the	  Commissioner	   said	   that	   “the	   EU	   does	   not	   legislate	   about	   the	   use	   of	   languages”.	   However,	  replacing	  the	  nominalisation	  with	  a	  real	  actor	  would	  draw	  more	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	   it	   is	  indeed	   the	   European	  Union	   that	   does	   not	  make	   legislation	   in	   this	   field.	   	  Many	   groups	  within	  member	  states	  are	  disappointed	  that	   the	  EU	  does	  not	  pressure	  member	  states	  more	  to	  accept	  other	   languages	   than	   the	   national	   one.	   Thus,	   it	  may	   seem	   appropriate	   not	   to	   draw	   too	  much	  attention	  to	  the	  actual	  actor,	  viz.	  the	  European	  Union,	  because	  it	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  if	  the	  
	  42	  
institution	   is	   unwilling	   or	   incapable	   of	   taking	   action.	   Neither	   of	   these	   interpretations	   would	  serve	  the	  institution’s	  image.	  Through	  use	  of	  equivalence	  and	  IR	  transitivity,	  LO	  emphasises	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  ethical	  dimension	  of	  the	  European	  Charter	  of	  Fundamental	  Rights	  and	  the	  member	  states’	   legal	  responsibility	   to	   respect	   and	   protect	   national	   minorities	   and	   languages.	   This	   allows	   him	   to	  promote	  the	  ethical	  dimension	  of	  respecting	  cultural	  diversity,	  but	  also	  to	  put	  pressure	  on	  the	  parliamentarians.	  The	  reference	  to	  the	  charter	  comes	  directly	  after	  he	  has	  assured	  his	  audience	  about	   linguistic	  policies	  being	  a	  member	  state	  matter.	  Thus	   it	   is	  a	  way	   to	  underline	   that	  even	  though	  member	  states	  do	  have	  full	  policymaking	  power	  regarding	  their	  language	  policies,	  they	  do	  have	   to	  adhere	   to	   the	  charter’s	  general	  human	  rights,	   including	   those	  dictating	   respect	   for	  and	  protecting	  of	  minorities.	  Hence	  it	  is	  also	  a	  way	  to	  establish	  the	  power	  relations	  between	  EU	  institutions	  and	  member	  states.	  There	  is	  also	  an	  added	  effect	  of	  his	  blotting	  out	  agency	  whether	  it	  is	  about	  who	  is	  doing	  what	  or	  about	  who	  should	  do	  what.	  A	  statement	  will	  traditionally	  entail	  that	  someone	  states	  what	  a	  certain	   subject	   is	   and	   relays	   information	   about	   it	   to	   an	   audience.	   Such	   discursive	   actions	   of	  defining,	  evident	  in	  LO’s	  many	  IR	  structures,	  may	  easily	  be	  interpreted	  as	  patronising	  and	  would	  surely	  not	  be	  a	   form	  of	  communication	  appreciated	  by	  EU	  politicians.	  Thus	   the	  Commissioner	  may	  leave	  out	  various	  cases	  of	  agency	  in	  order	  to	  avoid	  “preaching”.	  As	  described	  in	  section	  5.4.1	  “part	  of”-­‐	  and	  “part	  and	  parcel	  of”-­‐constructions	  allow	  for	  the	  Commissioner	  to	  use	   intensive	  relational	  transitivity	   instead	  of	  event	  or	  action	  transitivity.	  By	  representing	   the	   relationship	   between	   cultural	   diversity	   and	   the	   European	   Charter	   of	  
Fundamental	  Rights	  as	  a	  state,	  he	  emphasises	  the	  universality	  of	  this	  relationship	  –	  legally	  and	  ethically.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  he	  uses	  “respecting	  cultural	  diversity”	  instead	  of	  “respect	  of	  cultural	  diversity”	  (cf.	  analysis	  in	  5.4.1)	  which	  signals	  that	  the	  state	  of	  respect	  is	  dependent	  on	  continual	  processes	   and	   actions.	   It	   is	   an	   elegant	   grammatical	   construction	   that	   conveys	   the	   semantic	  message	  that	  respect	  must	  be	  static,	  as	  it	  is	  essential	  to	  our	  way	  of	  life	  (at	  least	  as	  defined	  in	  the	  
Charter	   of	   Fundamental	   Rights),	   but	   that	   such	   a	   state	   can	   only	   be	   upheld	   by	   actions;	  unfortunately,	  however,	  the	  sentence	  still	  lacks	  actors	  to	  perform	  such	  actions.	  Ultimately,	  this	  results	   in	   languages	   being	   enacted	   as	   an	   integrated	   part	   of	   European	   culture,	   meaning	  something	  essential	  and	  not	  easily	  ignored	  or	  neglected.	  But	  these	  constructions	  also	  have	  the	  added	   effect	   of	   placing	   languages	   solely	   within	   a	   culture	   discourse,	   and	   hence	   implying	   that	  language	  only	  derives	  legitimacy	  from	  this	  discourse.	  This	  interpretation	  is	  also	  in	  line	  with	  the	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correlation	   suggested	   between	   the	   describing	   adjectives	   “cultural”	   and	   “linguistic”	   by	   using	  them	  as	  premodifiers	  to	  “diversity”.	  
5.4.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  As	  has	  been	  shown	  through	  the	  analysis	  in	  the	  two	  preceding	  sections	  this	  excerpt	  is	  dominated	  by	  a	  large	  number	  of	  examples	  of	  obscured	  or	  omitted	  agency.	  The	  ideological	  reasons	  for	  this	  may	   be	   found	   in	   the	   internal	   power	   relations	   between	   the	   institution	   and	   its	  member	   states	  which	  are	  governed	  by	  ideological	  discourses	  that	  have	  become	  institutional	  orders	  within	  the	  EU.	  One	  example	  would	  be	   the	   state-­‐sovereignty	  discourse	  which	  we	  have	   shown	   to	  be	  quite	  central	  in	  the	  entire	  parliamentary	  debate	  on	  languages.	  As	  in	  excerpt	  5.3,	  LO	  seems	  to	  be	  doing	  a	  delicate	  balancing	  act.	  	  On	  one	  hand,	  the	  Commissioner	  wants	  to	  show	  that	  he	  respects	  the	  ideology	  and	  practice	  of	  state	   sovereignty.	  Hence,	  he	   reproduces	  an	   institutional	  order	  and	  naturalised	   ideology	  about	  state	  sovereignty	  within	  the	  EU.	  The	  very	  same	  ideology	  is	  also	  being	  reproduced	  in	  5.4-­‐A	  when	  the	   Commissioner	   discursively	   enforces	   the	   idea	   that	   language	   policies	   are	   a	   member-­‐state	  concern	  and	  that	  state	  sovereignty	  will	  be	  respected	  in	  this	  regard	  since	  the	  EU	  has	  no	  and	  will	  continue	  to	  have	  no	  competencies	  in	  this	  area	  (ll.	  150-­‐152).	  This	  is	  in	  line	  with	  the	  Principle	  of	  
Subsidiarity,	  which	  dictates	  that	  decision-­‐making	  should	  take	  place	  at	  the	  nearest	  level	  possible;	  a	  principle	  meant	  to	  ensure	  that	  most	  decisions	  will	  take	  place	  at	  national	  or	  even	  local	  levels.	  Together	  with	  the	  Rule	  of	  Law,	  which	  declares	  that	  the	  EU	  cannot	  propose	  laws	  in	  a	  policy	  area	  if	  it	   is	   not	   covered	   by	   a	   treaty	   that	   all	   of	   the	  member	   states	   have	   recognised	   and	   signed15,	   the	  
Principle	   of	   Subsidiarity	   guarantees	   the	   member	   states’	   continued	   sovereignty.	   While	   the	  discursive	  constructions	  that	  reassure	  member	  states	  of	  their	  continued	  sovereignty	  are	  proofs	  of	  the	  Commissioner’s	  flair	  for	  political	  diplomacy,	  they	  are	  unfortunate	  regarding	  the	  situation	  of	  languages	  and	  language	  policies,	  as	  nothing	  definite	  is	  being	  decided	  or	  expected	  by	  someone	  of	  someone	  else.	  Real	  action	  is	  blowing	  in	  the	  wind.	  In	  the	  end,	   ideological	  considerations	  and	  institutional	   orders	   overrule	   the	   importance	   of	   a	   substantial	   strategy	   on	   language	   and	  multilingualism.	  This	  state-­‐sovereignty	  ideology,	  which	  is	  deeply	  naturalised	  and	  integrated	  in	  the	  institution,	  poses	  a	  real	  problem	  for	  minority	  and	  regional	  speakers	  and	  languages	  as	  they	  are	   continually	   confronted	  with	   this	   ideological	  barrier,	  which	  essentially	   is	   about	  power,	  not	  least	  the	  power	  to	  define	  who	  may	  be	  considered	  real	  citizens	  of	  a	  particular	  nation	  state.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  15	  http://europa.eu/about-­‐eu/basic-­‐information/decision-­‐making/treaties/index_en.htm	  (11-­‐05-­‐31)	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On	   the	   other	   hand,	   however,	   LO	   puts	   member	   states	   (in	   this	   debate	   represented	   by	   the	  parliamentarians)	  under	  pressure	  by	  referring	  to	  the	  European	  Charter	  of	  Fundamental	  Rights.	  This	   is	   a	   way	   to	   legitimise	   his	   viewpoints,	   and	   to	   remind	   the	  member	   states	   that	   they	  must	  respect	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  because	  they	  all	  agreed	  to	  do	  so	  when	  they	  signed	  the	  charter.	  Moreover,	  LO	  uses	  the	  ideological	  power	  of	  human	  rights	  and	  cultural	  diversity,	  which	  is	  considerable,	  as	  these	  concepts	  are	  extremely	  naturalised	  ideologies	  in	  Western	  societies.	  	  Moreover,	   the	   discourse	   is	   also	   embedded	   into	   a	   discourse	   about	   rights,	   in	   this	   context,	  human	  rights.	  Discourses	  of	  rights	  are	  often	  constituted	  by	  ideological	  norms	  of	  the	  individual’s	  right	   to	   freedom,	  equality	  and	  so	   forth,	  and	  they	  are	  ultimately	  part	  of	  a	  democracy	  discourse	  order.	  While	  a	  discourse	  of	  rights	  is	  a	  quite	  influential	  tool	  due	  to	  its	   incorporated	  naturalised	  ideologies,	   it	   also	  has	   the	   less	   fortunate	   effect	   of	   putting	  minority	   and	   regional	   speakers,	   and	  consequently	  their	  languages,	  in	  a	  position	  as	  victims,	  and	  helpless	  ones	  at	  that.	  In	  trying	  to	  aid	  minorities	  and	  their	  languages,	  LO’s	  discourse	  reproduces	  a	  hierarchy	  between	  big	  and	  small.	  A	  hierarchy	  also	  reproduced	  in	  the	  very	  term	  “minority”.	  Hence,	  when	  LO	  invokes	  a	  discourse	  of	  rights,	  minority	  as	  well	  as	   regional	   speakers	  and	   their	   languages	  are	  positioned	   in	   the	  role	  as	  victims,	  someone	  and	  something	  to	  be	  sheltered	  and	  protected.	  Protection	  may	  be	  a	  necessary	  strategy	  for	  a	  time,	  but	   is	  ultimately	   insufficient	  as	   it	   is	  static,	  whereas	  a	  strategy	  to	  empower	  minority	   groups	   and	   their	   languages	   would	   entail	   that	   something	   active	   had	   to	   be	   done	   to	  strengthen	  and	  further	  these	  groups.	  	  	  	  
5.5	  Third	  Commission	  excerpt	  	  This	   is	   LO’s	   beginning	   of	   his	   second	   speech	   turn,	  meaning	   that	   it	   is	   after	   all	   of	   the	   different	  parliamentarians’	  contributions	  to	  the	  debate.	  One	  might	  surmise	  that	  his	  discourse	  could	  alter	  in	   some	   ways	   as	   the	   discursive	   situation	   has	   changed	   from	   LO	   delivering	   a	   Commission	  statement	   to	   making	   a	   comment	   on	   the	   parliamentarians’	   contributions.	   This	   excerpt	   has,	  furthermore,	  been	  chosen	  because	  it	  is	  a	  statement	  about	  his	  intentions	  concerning	  languages,	  which	  are	  interesting	  because	  they	  are	  discursive	  representations	  of	  a	  future	  possible	  language	  practice.	  	  1213	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  erh	  (0.2)	  president	  (3.0)	  	  1214	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   if	  you	  allow	  (0.9)	  i	  would	  like	  to	  (0.4)	  begin	  by	  (.)	  underscoring	  1215	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   the	  (0.2)	  essence	  (.)	  of	  multilingual	  policy	  (0.8)	  	  1216	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   what	  i	  wish	  to	  promote	  during	  my	  (0.3)	  mandate	  (0.3)	  	  
1217	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   what	  i	  wanted	  to	  do	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  	  
1218	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   is	  to	  assure	  (1.6)	  res̄pect	  (2.7)	  	  
1219	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   respect	  for	  (0.2)	  ēach	  (0.2)	  language	  that	  is	  spoken	  on	  the	  european	  
1220	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   territory	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1221	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   be	  that	  national	  regional	  (0.3)	  minority	  (0.3)	  or	  (0.5)	  	  1222	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   languages	  spoken	  by	  citizens	  who	  have	  come	  here	  from	  another	  1223	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   continent	  (1.5)	  	  
1224	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   and	  then	  (0.9)	  i	  also	  (1.7)	  wished	  for	  the	  celebration	  of	  diversity	  
1225	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   (1.8)	  	  
1226	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   to	  be	  able	  to	  meet	  the	  common	  objective	  (0.4)	  	  
1227	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   which	  is	  to	  preserve	  and	  consolidate	  (1.0)	  the	  ūnity	  of	  the	  european	  
1228	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   union	  (0.2)	  	  
1229	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   ōur	  (0.2)	  unity	  (1.2)	  	  1230	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   so	  (1.3)	  i	  think	  this	  is	  the	  best	  way	  to	  (0.7)	  erm	  (0.5)	  implement	  1231	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   (0.4)	  ie-­‐	  (0.4)	  the	  principle	  of	  unity	  	  
1232	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	   unity	  in	  diversity	  (0.5)	  	  	  
5.5.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  In	   this	   section	   the	   Commissioner	   states	   what	   he	   believes	   to	   be	   the	   “essence”	   of	   the	  multilingualism	  policy.	  This	   is	  defined	  as	  1)	   respect	  of	  all	   languages	   spoken	   in	   the	  EU,	  and	  2)	  celebration	  of	  diversity.	   	   In	   the	   following	  we	  will	   see	  how	  he	  construct	   these	   two	  concepts	   in	  relation	  to	  languages	  and	  multilingualism.	  	  The	   first	  part,	   respect	  of	  all	  European	   languages,	   is	  very	  similar	   to	   the	  section	  analysed	   in	  section	  5.3,	  and	  will	  therefore	  be	  treated	  briefly	  here.	  Some	  of	  the	  grammatical	  structure,	  e.g.	  the	  IR	  transitivity	  that	  suggests	  a	  state	  rather	  than	  an	  action,	  may	  be	  recognised	  from	  5.3-­‐A	  as	  well.	  	  
	  	  What	  is	  strikingly	  different	  from	  section	  5.3,	  however,	  is	  the	  clearly	  stated	  agency	  indicated	  by	  the	   personal	   pronoun	   “I”.	   However,	   if	   one	   looks	   at	   the	   subject	   complement,	   which	   contains	  “language”,	   one	  may	   observe	   that	   the	   rankshifted	   subclause	   is	   in	   the	   passive	   voice,	   i.e.	   it	   has	  been	  transformed	  and	  agency	  has	  been	  left	  out.	  This	  is	  interesting	  because	  respect	  is	  something	  someone	   shows	  others,	   but	  here	   it	  has	   semantically	  been	   constructed	  as	   to	  be	  a	   goal	   in	   itself	  rather	   than	   a	   process.	  Once	  more	  we	   observe	   how	   a	   nominalisation,	   “respect”,	   and	   a	   specific	  grammatical	  construction	  is	  used	  for	  packing	  information,	  in	  this	  case	  about	  agency.	  To	  unpack	  the	  information	  a	  sentence	  with	  MAI	  structure	  like	  “I	  will	  ensure	  that	  we	  respect	  each	  language	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spoken	   on	   the	   European	   territory”	   could	   have	   been	   chosen.	   It	   is	   also	   noteworthy	   how	   the	  Commissioner	   narrows	   down	   the	   included	   languages	   once	   more	   with	   the	   adverbial	   “on	   the	  European	  territory”.	  While	  he	  no	  longer	  merely	  speaks	  of	  EU	  languages,	  as	  we	  saw	  in	  5.3-­‐A,	  the	  included	   languages	   are	   still	   restricted	   within	   an	   EU	   context,	   now	   that	   of	   EU	   territory,	   i.e.	   a	  limited	  area	  defined	  by	  geographic	  boundaries.	  	  The	  other	  declared	  aim	  is:	  	  
	  	  Overtly	   this	   entire	   sentence	   stresses	   action,	   as	   can	   be	   seen	   from	   the	   overall	  MAI	   transitivity	  which	  is	  constructed	  with	  the	  A-­‐P-­‐G	  structure.	  Yet,	  the	  verb	  “wishes”	  belongs	  to	  mental	  reaction	  (MR)	  transitivity	  and	  tells	  the	  text	  interpreter	  about	  the	  text	  producer’s	  emotional	  preferences	  and	  hence	  does	  not	  stress	  action	  as	  MAI	  transitivity	  does.	  5.5-­‐B’s	  primary	  verb,	  “wished”,	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  parallel	  or	  an	  equalisation	  to	  5.5-­‐A’s	  “wanted”,	  hence	  creating	  a	  comparison	  between	  LO’s	  capability	  or	  power	  and	  his	  desire.	  The	  sentence’s	  first	  direct	  object,	  “celebration	  of	   diversity”,	   is	   realised	   by	   a	   nominalisation,	   which	   stresses	   a	   state	   rather	   than	   an	   intended	  action.	  Action	  transitivity,	  however,	  would	  be	  the	  result	  of	  unpacking	  the	  nominalisation,	  e.g.	  “I	  also	   wished	   for	   all	   of	   us	   to	   celebrate	   diversity”	   or	   even	   “I	   also	   wished	   that	   we	   all	   celebrate	  diversity”.	  Furthermore,	  presenting	  celebration	  of	  diversity	  as	  a	  nominalised	  state	  entails	   that	  the	  Commissioner	  distances	  the	  process	  of	  celebrating	  from	  the	  actors	  who	  should	  take	  part	  in	  it.	   However,	  the	  most	  striking	  feature	  of	  5.5-­‐B	  is	  probably	  the	  two	  direct	  objects.	  This	  is	  due	  to	  grammatical	  ellipsis,	  i.e.	  there	  are	  actually	  two	  main	  clauses,	  but	  subject	  and	  verb	  have	  been	  left	  out	   in	   the	   second.	   Thus,	   without	   ellipsis	   the	   sentences	   would	   be	   “I	   also	   wished	   for	   the	  celebration	  of	  diversity.	  I	  also	  wished	  to	  be	  able	  to	  meet	  the	  common	  objective	  […]”.	  Apart	  from	  rendering	  his	  utterance	  more	  elegant,	  the	  ellipsis	  also	  allows	  for	  “celebration	  of	  diversity”	  and	  “the	   common	   objective”	   to	   be	   constructed	   as	   an	   apposition,	   meaning	   that	   the	   concepts	   are	  equated.	  	  Yet	   another	   apposition	   is	   embedded	   in	   the	   defining	   relative	   clause	   of	   the	   second	   direct	  object	  of	  5.5-­‐B.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  apposition	  is	  to	  describe	  “the	  common	  objective”:	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  The	   second	   apposition	   is	   between	   “the	   unity	   of	   the	   European	   Union”	   and	   “our	   unity”.	   This	  appositional	   structure	   naturally	   equates	   the	   two	   forms	   of	   unity,	   but	   more	   importantly	   the	  sentence’s	  shift	  from	  “the	  unity	  of	  the	  European	  Union”	  to	  “our	  unity”	  is	  a	  shift	  from	  something	  remote	  to	  something	  close	  and	  personal.	  As	  this	  defining	  relative	  clause	  ultimately	  describes	  the	  essence	   of	   multilingualism	   –	   by	   describing	   the	   common	   objective,	   which	   is	   constructed	   as	  celebration	  of	  diversity,	  which	  in	  turn	  is	  one	  of	  the	  two	  cores	  of	  the	  multilingualism	  policy	  –	  it	  is	  significant	   in	   determining	   a	   language	   discourse.	   It	   represents	   a	   static	   relation	   between	   “the	  common	  objective”,	   represented	  by	   “which”,	   and	   “to	  preserve	   and	  consolidate	   the	  unity	  of	   the	  European	   Union”	   (my	   emphasis).	   The	   transitivity	   use	   and	   the	   verbs	   construct	   “the	   common	  objective”	  as	  a	  quite	  static	  situation.	  Furthermore,	  since	  this	  defining	  clause	  is	  a	  description	  of	  “the	   common	   object”,	   one	   might	   say	   that	   the	   real	   equivalence	   is	   between	   “celebration	   of	  diversity”	   and	   “preservation	   and	   consolidation	   of	   unity	   in	   the	   EU”.	   In	   other	   words,	   the	  Commissioner	  manages	   to	   equate	   diversity	  with	   unity	   syntactically,	   though	   semantically	   they	  are	  contrasts.	  This	  becomes	  even	  more	  obvious	  when	  he	  speaks	  of:	  	  
	  	  Here,	   one	   may	   observe	   how	   the	   direct	   object	   is	   realised	   by	   an	   apposition	   –	   grammatically	  represented	   by	   two	   heads	   in	   one	   phrase	   –	   between	   “the	   principle	   of	   unity”	   and	   “unity	   in	  diversity”.	  
5.5.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	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We	   saw	   that	   LO	   described	   the	   “essence	   of	   multilingualism	   policy”	   as	   focused	   around	   two	  abstract	  concepts,	  namely	  1)	  respect,	  and	  2)	  diversity.	  When	  he	  chooses	  the	  word	  “essence”,	  he	  emphasises	   a	   universalistic	   perspective	  where	   he	   reifies	   the	   policy	   and	   suggests	   that	   it	   does	  indeed	  possess	  a	  nature.	  What	  he	  does	  not	  mention	  or	  define,	  however,	  is	  multilingualism.	  This	  might	  result	  in	  his	  audience	  interpreting	  multilingualism	  policy	  and	  multilingualism	  as	  the	  same	  thing.	  	  What	   is	   furthermore	   interesting	   in	  his	  description	  of	   the	  policy	  as	   founded	   in	   respect	   and	  diversity,	  is	  his	  shift	  from	  the	  introductory	  statement	  (cf.	  5.3	  and	  5.4),	  where	  he	  clearly	  situates	  himself	  as	  a	  representative	  of	  the	  Commission	  and	  avoids	  the	  personal	  pronoun	  “I”	  completely,	  till	  the	  concluding	  comment,	  where	  he	  uses	  “I”	  16	  times	  in	  total.	  In	  this	  excerpt	  it	  can	  be	  seen	  in,	  “I	  wanted	   […]”	   and	   “I	  also	  wished	   […]”	   (my	   emphasis).	  Overtly	   this	   gives	   the	   impression	  of	   a	  more	  personal,	   transparent,	  and	   lucid	  agency,	  but	  as	   the	   transitivity	  descriptions	  of	  5.5-­‐A	  and	  5.5-­‐B	  show,	  this	  is	  not	  entirely	  the	  case.	  While	  the	  Commissioner	  discursively	  positions	  himself	  as	   the	   actor	   and	   an	   authoritative	   figure,	   he	   never	   leaves	   a	   cue	   as	   to	   who	   should	   respect	  languages	  and	  celebrate	  diversity.	  Rather,	  the	  Commissioner	  creates	  an	  odd	  constellation	  where	  he	   single-­‐handedly	   has	   promoted	   respect	   and	   diversity,	   though	  without	   ever	  mentioning	   any	  plan	   as	   to	   how	   respect	   for	   languages	   and	   celebration	   of	   diversity	   should	   be	   achieved,	  consequently	   ridding	   the	   system	   of	   influence	   and	   responsibility.	   In	   other	   words,	   though	   he	  stylistically	   has	   shifted	   to	   a	   closer,	  more	   active	   and	  more	   personal	   style,	   possibly	   to	   enhance	  proximity	  between	  himself	  and	  his	  audience,	  his	  discursive	  constructions	  are	  still	  quite	  vague.	  Because	  of	   this	   combination	  of	   features	   –	   the	  use	  of	   the	  personal	   pronoun	   “I”,	   transitivity	  usage	  that	  overtly	  signals	  action	  but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  presents	  a	  state	  –	  the	  audience	  will	  be	  led	  to	  one	  particular	  interpretation	  of	  the	  situation.	  That	  is,	  the	  audience	  are	  likely	  to	  interpret	  LO	  as	  the	  actor	  and	  themselves	  as	  bystanders	  to	  the	  process	  of	  ensuring	  respect	  and	  diversity.	  This	  is	   unfortunate,	   not	   to	   say	   outright	   counter-­‐productive,	   as	   parliamentarians	   are	   the	  Commissioner’s	   most	   direct	   link	   to	   bottom	   up-­‐acceptance	   which	   is	   needed	   in	   order	   for	   his	  visions	   to	   be	   realised.	   These	   ideas	   will	   need	   broad	   public	   acceptance	   if	   they	   are	   to	   become	  constructed	   in	   people’s	   mental,	   and	   consequently,	   social	   representations	   (cf.	   Van	   Dijk	   2.1.3).	  Generally,	   it	   should	   be	   noted	   that	   the	   only	   inclusive	   pronoun	   used	   is	   in	   5.5-­‐C,	   where	   the	  Commissioner	  speaks	  of	  “our	  unity”.	  This	  is	  the	  only	  cue	  to	  a	  relational	  context	  between	  himself	  and	  his	  audience,	  and	  the	  only	  time	  he	  hints	  at	  their	  involvement	  in	  the	  strategies	  and	  aims	  of	  the	  policy	  of	  multilingualism;	  or	  rather,	   it	   is	   the	  only	   time	  he	  signals	   that	   this	  policy	   is	  also	  of	  consequence	   to	   them.	  Distancing	  himself	   from	  the	  parliamentarians	  and	  consequently	   ridding	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them	   of	   agency	   is	   a	   break	   with	   his	   discourse	   from	   the	   introductory	   statement,	   where	   he	  perpetually	   stressed	   member	   state	   sovereignty	   and	   cooperation.	   The	   most	   obvious	  interpretation	   of	   this	   shift	   is	   that	   he	   wants	   to	   signal	   that	   he	   is	   presenting	   his	   own	   personal	  visions	  and	  perspectives	  on	  multilingualism.	  Furthermore,	  in	  5.5-­‐A	  we	  saw	  how	  languages	  to	  be	  respected	  were	  defined	  as	  those	  spoken	  on	   the	  European	   territory.	  This	   is	   interesting	  because	   “territory”	  denotes	   ideas	  of	  boundaries	  and	  questions	  of	  who	  belongs	  on	  this	  side	  of	   the	  wall	  and	  who	  belongs	  on	  the	  other	  side.	   It	   is	  rather	   common	   in	   nationalistic	   discourse	   as	   it	   seeks	   to	   separate	   Us	   from	   Them,	   i.e.	   it	   is	  exclusive,	  and	  it	  is	  founded	  on	  a	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  (cf.	  2.1.4).	  By	  invoking	  the	  issue	  of	  territory,	  LO	  makes	  sure	  that	  his	  supranational	  discourse	  and	  viewpoints	  do	  not	  impose	  too	  heavily	  upon	  nation-­‐state	  discourse	  and	  viewpoints.	  Still,	  contrary	  to	  this	  is	  the	  use	  of	  “each	  language	  spoken”,	  which	   implies	   that	   Russian,	   Turkish,	   Hindi,	   and	   other	   immigrant	   languages	   would	   also	   be	  included	   in	   this	   category.	   This	   part	   of	   the	   discourse	   is	   inclusive	   and	   builds	   on	   a	   logic	   of	  difference.	  This	  means	   than	   the	  Commissioner	  may	   target	   the	  members’	   resources	   and	   social	  representations	   of	   a	   broad	   audience	   –	   from	   conservative	   nationalists	   to	   rebellious	   Basque	  speakers.	   This	   is	   quite	   similar	   to	   LO’s	   discursive	   practice	   in	   5.3-­‐A	   where	   he	   mentioned	   “all	  languages	   that	   are	   used	   in	   the	   EU”.	   In	   fact,	   this	   balancing	   between	   exclusion	   and	   inclusion	  continues	   in	  5.5-­‐C	  and	  5.5-­‐D,	  where	   these	   two	  contrasts,	  diversity	  and	  unity,	  are	  equated	  and	  melted	  into	  what	  may	  be	  paraphrased	  as	  “the	  principle	  of	  unity	  in	  diversity”.	  This	  is	  a	  variation	  of	   the	  EU’s	  motto	  United	   in	  Diversity,	  and	  may	  be	   interpreted	  as	  a	  reference	  meant	   to	  activate	  certain	  core	  ideas	  about	  the	  European	  Union,	  which	  among	  other	  things	  is	  a	  way	  of	  legitimising	  his	  discourse,	  but	  also	  a	  testimony	  to	  the	  standardisation	  of	  EU	  discourse.	  	  	  The	  embedded	  transitivity	  use	  between	  carrier	  and	  attribute	  in	  5.5-­‐C,	  “which	  is	  to	  preserve	  and	   consolidate	   the	   unity	   of	   the	   European	   Union”,	   together	   with	   the	   verbs	   “preserve”	   and	  “consolidate”	   contribute	   to	   a	   considerably	   fixed	   interpretation	   of	   the	  multilingualism	   policy’s	  effects.	  While	   one	  may	   sympathise	  with	   the	   Commissioner’s	  wish	   to	   construct	   unity	   as	   ever-­‐lasting	   and	   never-­‐changing,	   this	   discourse	   risks	   portraying	   languages	   and	  multilingualism	   as	  immobile	   states,	   while	   a	   more	   realistic	   interpretation	   might	   be	   that	   they	   are	   like	   mobile	  resources,	  as	  described	  by	  Blommaert	  (Blommaert	  2010:153,154).	  The	  entire	  unity-­‐in-­‐diversity	  discourse	  is	  problematic	  because	  it	  may	  herald	  a	  discursive	  and	  social	  practice	  where	  languages	  and	  multilingualism	  are	  interpreted	  merely	  as	  symbols	  of	  diversity	  in	  unity.	  Suddenly,	  they	  are	  reified	  as	  the	  tangible	  manifestation	  of	  an	  abstract	  concept.	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5.5.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  One	   of	   the	   most	   noteworthy	   features	   of	   this	   excerpt	   is	   the	   equalisation	   between	   unity	   and	  diversity.	  This	  feature	  is	  the	  result	  of	  numerous	  appositions	  equating	  abstract	  noun	  phrases	  and	  nominalisations.	   This	   causality	   starts	   out	  with	   “the	   respect	   of	   languages”	   and	   ends	  with	   “the	  principle	   of	   unity,	   unity	   in	   diversity”	   indicating	   that	   all	   the	   intermediate	   results,	   “respect	   of	  languages”	  and	  “celebration	  of	  diversity”,	  lead	  to	  the	  result	  or,	  rather,	  the	  real	  purpose,	  namely	  unity	  within	  the	  European	  Union.	  In	  other	  words,	  respect	  of	  languages	  is	  a	  means	  to	  an	  end	  and	  not	  an	  end	  in	  itself.	  The	  real	  agenda	  is	  rather	  to	  reproduce	  the	  discourse	  and	  ideology	  of	  unity	  between	  twenty-­‐seven	  different	  member	  states.	  This	  implies	  that	  in	  this	  text	  the	  Commissioner	  pays	   more	   attention	   to	   reproducing	   common	   EU	   discourse	   and	   ideology	   than	   highlighting	  strategies	   within	   his	   policy	   area.	   He	   defines	   the	   policy	   of	   multilingualism	   as	   respect	   for	  languages	   and	   celebration	   of	   diversity,	   which	   practically	   renders	   multilingualism	   as	   a	  manifestation	  of	  these	  abstract	  concepts	  and	  not	  something	  to	  be	  put	  to	  active	  use.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  this	  reproduces	  a	  conception	  of	  languages	  as	  symbols,	  commonly	  of	  nation	  states,	  which	  is	  a	  problem	  for	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  because	  they	  have	  never	  had	  this	  representative	  status.	  By	  definition	  these	  minority	  languages	  are	  something	  else	  than	  the	  official	  language,	  and	  at	  best	  they	  represent	  those	  not	  part	  of	  the	  “authentic”	  or	  “real”	  population	  –	  those	  who	  speak	  the	   official	   language.	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   this	   discourse	   is	   also	   creative	   in	   some	   respects,	   e.g.	  languages	   are	   not	   exclusively	   used	   as	   symbols	   of	   countries,	   but	   as	   symbols	   of	   essential	   EU	  values	   too.	   Thus,	   instead	   of	   defining	   a	   physical	   affiliation	   and	   solidarity	   LO’s	   reification	   of	  multilingualism	   defines	   a	   mental	   and	   normative	   sense	   of	   belonging	   and	   homogeneity.	   This	  shows	  that	  the	  Commissioner’s	  discourse	  is	  in	  line	  with	  the	  EU	  integration	  project,	  but	  also	  that	  it	  contains	  a	  trace	  of	  the	  memory	  and	  the	  trauma	  of	  a	  common	  European	  history	  with	  two	  world	  wars;	  a	  memory	  that	  makes	  it	  crucially	  important	  to	  ensure	  unity	  and	  peaceful	  coexistence.	  	  This	   is	   also	   one	   of	   the	   reasons	   why	   it	   may	   seem	   strange	   that	   LO	   uses	   a	   word	   such	   as	  “territory”	   with	   all	   its	   nationalistic	   connotations,	   if	   he	   indeed	   wishes	   to	   reproduce	   the	   EU	  ideology	  of	  limitless,	  mental	  solidarity.	  “Territory”	  serves	  a	  traditional	  function	  of	  delimiting	  Us	  from	  Them	  in	  the	  Commissioner’s	  discourse.	  This	  discourse	  implies	  that	  the	  European	  Union	  is,	  after	  all,	   supranational,	  not	   international	  or	  global.	  LO	   is	  willing	   to	   include	   the	   languages	   that	  are	  spoken	  within	  European	  borders,	  but	  not	  any	  outside	  them.	  	  	  LO	   represents	   languages	   and	  multilingualism	   as	   states	   rather	   than	   processes.	   Such	   static	  representation	  induces	  a	  construction	  and	  understanding	  of	  language	  as	  a	  stable	  object	  and	  not	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as	   a	   fluent	   process;	   and	   as	   an	   object,	   or	   rather	   reification,	   it	   may	   be	   labelled,	   classified,	   and	  ultimately	   put	   into	   a	   box.	   This	   practice	   also	   means	   that	   someone	   can	   claim	   to	   know	   what	  language	  is	  or	  what	  is	  the	  essence	  of	  it,	  which	  is	  quite	  close	  to	  what	  the	  Commissioner	  tries	  to	  define	  in	  this	  excerpt.	  The	  power	  to	  define	  things	  is	  significant,	  and	  central	  to	  the	  entire	  process	  of	  reproduction	  or	  creation	  of	  practices	  –	  discursive	  as	  well	  as	  social.	  When	  LO	  states	  that	  “the	  essence	  of	  the	  multilingualism	  policy”	  is	  to	  promote	  respect	  and	  diversity,	  he	  also	  produces	  the	  framework	  or	  structure	  for	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  –	  or	  at	  least	  what	  is	  considered	  good	  taste	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  these	  concepts,	  and	  how	  they	  may	  be	  beneficial	  on	  the	  institutional	  and	  societal	  levels.	  The	  reason	  that	  this	  relatively	  little	  part	  of	  his	  speech	  is	  significant	  is	  because	  it	  is	  a	  clear	  example	  of	  how	  he	  as	  EU	  Commissioner	  has	  the	  top-­‐down	  power	  to	  directly	  influence	  the	  attitudes,	  beliefs	  and	  eventually	  ideologies	  of	  twenty-­‐seven	  member	  states,	  and	  indirectly	  many	  more	  since	  the	  EU	  is	  a	  global	  player.	  
	  5.6	  Fourth	  Commission	  excerpt	  	  	  This	   particular	   excerpt	   has	   been	   chosen	   for	   the	   analysis	   because	   it	   contains	   the	   aspect	   of	  intercultural	  dialogue	  and	  understanding,	  suggestions	  on	  how	  to	  propagate	  languages,	  and	  it	  is	  concerned	   with	   a	   discourse	   about	   language	   in	   general,	   which	   provides	   the	   analysis	   with	   an	  aspect	  that	  moves	  beyond	  the	  strict	  “minority	  and	  regional	  language”-­‐construction.	  	  1249	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  i've	  had	  the	  opportunity	  to	  visit	  all	  (0.4)	  member	  states	  (1.8)	  	  1250	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  was	  able	  to	  visit	  ⁇two⁇	  regions	  	  1251	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  erm	  places	  where	  (0.9)	  unfortunately	  (0.6)	  there	  are	  still	  1252	  	  	  	  	  	  	   disputes	  going	  on	  (0.3)	  	  
1253	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  unfortunately	  (0.3)	  sometimes	  (1.6)	  languages	  are	  taken	  
1254	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hostage	  to	  political	  interests	  (1.2)	  	  
1255	  	  	  	  	  	  	   these	  are	  political	  interests	  which	  are	  contrary	  to	  the	  (0.3)	  ideal	  
1256	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  unity	  within	  our	  union	  	  1257	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  for	  this	  reāson	  	  1258	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i've	  said	  that	  we	  need	  t-­‐	  to	  find	  a	  solution	  	  1259	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  would	  facilitate	  dialogue	  and	  interaction	  (0.3)	  	  1260	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  is	  why	  (0.4)	  i	  said	  (0.5)	  that	  (.)	  even	  when	  things	  seem	  1261	  	  	  	  	  	  	   very	  difficult	  to	  accept	  (3.3)	  	  
1262	  	  	  	  	  	  	   teaching	  (0.5)	  speaking	  (0.5)	  erh	  languages	  erh	  within	  the	  community	  
1263	  	  	  	  	  	  	   where	  you	  live	  (0.6)	  	  
1264	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  you	  (3.0)	  	  
1265	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  is	  something	  that	  allows	  us	  to	  explore	  avenues	  	  
1266	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  understand	  each	  other	  (0.9)	  	   	  1267	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there've	  been	  various	  cases	  of	  this	  ilk	  (0.8)	  	  
1268	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  think	  that	  we	  can	  take	  the	  first	  step	  (1.4)	  	  
1269	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  erm	  (0.5)	  reciprocally	  understand	  each	  other	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1270	  	  	  	  	  	  	   by	  (0.9)	  understanding	  the	  language	  of	  (0.4)	  th-­	  languages	  that	  we	  
1271	  	  	  	  	  	  	   speak	  (0.6)	  	  1272	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  means	  speaking	  minority	  languages	  where	  (0.3)	  they	  exist	  	  1273	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (2.1)	  we	  should	  be	  able	  to	  allow	  those	  minorities	  (0.4)	  to	  speak	  1274	  	  	  	  	  	  	   their	  language	  	  1275	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  also	  to	  learn	  the	  language	  of	  the	  (0.5)	  country	  where	  they	  live	  	  1276	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  this	  creates	  bridges	  that	  will	  help	  us	  understand	  each	  other	  	  
5.6.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  	  
	  This	  first	  sentence	  analysed	  above	  has	  a	  passive	  verbal	  construction,	  “are	  taken”,	  and	  the	  actor,	  “to	  political	  interests”,	  is	  in	  an	  optional	  adverbial	  structure.	  In	  other	  words,	  it	  is	  an	  example	  of	  transformation	  (cf.	  3.2.1).	  This	  use	  of	  transformation	  causes	  a	  construction	  where	  “languages”	  is	  the	  grammatical	  subject,	  but	  semantic	  goal	   just	   like	  “hostage”,	  which	  is	  the	  grammatical	  direct	  object.	   This	   means	   that	   transitivity	   is	   presented	   as	   a	   material	   action	   event	   (MAE)	   since	  “languages”	   is	   an	   inanimate	   actor.	   If	   one	   reversed	   the	   sentence	   into	   an	   active	   structure	  with	  animate	   agency,	   e.g.	   “governments/politicians	   take	   languages	   hostage”,	   the	   utterance	   would	  become	  more	  direct	  and	  confrontational	  compared	  to	  the	  passive	  one	  in	  the	  original	  text.	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  sentence	  is	  modified	  by	  the	  use	  of	  adverbials	  such	  as	  “unfortunately”	  and	  “sometimes”,	  but	  also	  the	  premodifier	  “political”	  which	  pinpoints	  the	  character	  of	  the	  interests	  that	  seem	  part	  of	  the	  problem.	  “Political	  interests”	  is	  in	  itself	  a	  quite	  interesting	  abstract	  noun.	  It	  is	   associated	   with	   an	   objective	   function	   –	   somebody	   has	   political	   interests	   –	   and	   this	  relationship	  is	  more	  adequately	  disguised	  by	  the	  passive	  voice	  with	  “to	  political	  interests”	  as	  an	  adverbial	  constituent	  than	  in	  the	  active	  voice.	  The	  Commissioner	  continues	  his	  line	  of	  reasoning	  by	  stating	  that:	  “These	  are	  political	  interests,	  which	  are	  contrary	  to	  the	  ideal	  of	  unity	  within	  our	  union.”	  What	  is	  immediately	  striking	  about	  this	  sentence	  is	  its	  many	  layers,	  which	  tells	  of	  highly	  embedded	   sentence	   structures.	   At	   the	   primary	   level	   of	   analysis	   the	   sentence	   describes	   a	  proposition	  between	  a	  carrier,	  “these”,	  and	  its	  attributes,	  “political	  interests	  which	  are	  contrary	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to	   the	   ideal	   of	   unity”.	   As	   can	   be	   seen	   from	   the	   analysis,	   part	   of	   the	   attribute,	   i.e.	   “political	  interests”,	   is	   described	   by	   a	   subordinated	   relative	   clause,	   “which	   are	   contrary	   to	   the	   ideal	   of	  unity”.	   This	   relative	   clause	   also	   describes	   a	   proposition	   between	   a	   carrier,	   “which”,	   and	   its	  attributes,	   “contrary	   to	   the	   ideal	  of	  unity”.	  This	  construction	  allows	  LO	   to	  assume	  an	   “ideal	  of	  unity”	  as	  the	  noun	  phrase	  is	  presented	  as	  one	  of	  the	  proposition’s	  entities.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  IR	  transitivity	  of	  this	  sentence	  describes	  a	  state,	  how	  things	  are.	  	  The	   rather	   explicit	   contrast,	   realised	   by	   the	   adverb	   “contrary”	   is	   also	   noteworthy	   in	   this	  clause	  because	  of	  its	  describing	  function	  in	  relation	  to	  “political	  interests”,	  and	  because	  it	  is	  the	  marker	  between	  two	  diametric	  opposites,	  these	  political	  interests	  on	  one	  hand	  and	  the	  ideal	  of	  unity	  on	   the	  other.	   Furthermore,	   there	   are	   two	  additional	   layers	  on	   top	  of	   the	   relative	   clause	  before	  a	  full	  analysis	  of	  the	  sentence	  is	  provided,	  the	  final	  layer	  describing	  the	  phrasal	  level	  of	  “the	   ideal	  of	  unity”.	  The	  use	  of	  subordinated	  clauses	  and	  a	  high	   level	  of	  embedding	  result	   in	  a	  proposition	   less	   questioned	   and	  more	   easily	   taken	   for	   granted.	  Hence	   the	   statement	   that	   the	  union	  has	  an	  ideal	  of	  unity	  is	  indeed	  presented	  by	  the	  Commissioner	  as	  an	  indisputable	  fact.	  If	  one	  moves	  a	  little	  further	  down	  in	  the	  text	  of	  the	  excerpt,	  the	  Commissioner	  describes	  how	  linguistic	  diversity	  may	  insure	  communal	  unity	  or	  solidarity16.	  	  
	  	  This	  is	  a	  sentence	  rich	  in	  comparisons	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  grammatical	  analysis	  where	  three	  appositions	   are	   plainly	   visible.	   First,	   there	   is	   the	   rankshifted	   verb	   of	   the	   subject,	   which	   is	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  16	  Note	  that	  this	  sentence	  has	  been	  rewritten	  so	  as	  to	  yield	  grammatical	  coherence.	  Hence	  it	  is	  not	  identical	  to	  the	  transcription	  of	  the	  spoken	  interpretation,	  and	  has	  been	  subjected	  to	  the	  author’s	  interpretation	  as	  well	  as	  editing.	  Because	  ’this’	  in	  line	  1265	  has	  anaphoric	  reference	  to	  ’speaking,	  teaching	  languages	  within	  the	  community	  where	  you	  live,	  languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  you’	  the	  rewritten	  edition	  was	  deemed	  to	  be	  the	  one	  most	  would	  use.	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realised	   by	   a	   verb	   phrase	  with	   two	   coordinated	   heads,	   i.e.	   equivalence	   is	   suggested	   between	  “teaching”	  and	  “speaking”.	  Second,	  the	  rankshifted	  direct	  object	  of	  the	  subject	  is	  realised	  on	  the	  phrasal	   level	   by	   two	   coordinated	   heads	   and	   postmodifiers,	   “languages	  within	   the	   community	  where	   you	   live,	   languages	   that	   are	   close	   to	   you”.	   These	   two	   phrases	   are	   in	   other	   words	  appositional.	  Third,	   a	   similar	   example	   can	  be	  observed	  within	   the	   subject	   complement	  where	  the	   indirect	   object,	   “to	   explore	   avenues,	   to	   understand	   each	  other”,	   is	   likewise	   realised	  by	   an	  apposition.	  Here	   in	  the	   form	  of	  a	  repeated	  V-­‐DO	  structure.	  These	  two	  appositions	  also	  hold	   in	  common	   that	   they	   are	   realised	   at	   a	   high	   level,	   i.e.	   they	   are	   deeply	   embedded	   in	   the	   sentence	  structure.	  	  The	   sentence’s	   overall	   equivalence	   is	   intensive	   relational	   (IR)	   equivalence	   between	   the	  carrier,	  “teaching,	  speaking	  languages	  within	  the	  community	  where	  you	  live,	  languages	  that	  are	  close	   to	   you”,	   and	   the	   attribute,	   “something	   that	   allows	  us	   to	   explore	   avenues,	   to	   understand	  each	   other”.	   This	   is	   demonstrated	   in	   the	   above	   grammatical	   analysis	   between	   subject	   and	  subject	   complement,	   and	   semantically	   between	   carrier	   and	   attribute.	   The	   use	   of	   IR	   also	  indicates	  that	  LO	  describes	  a	  state.	  As	  seen	  in	  5.6-­‐B	  too	  his	  choice	  of	  transitivity	  allows	  him	  to	  formulate	   what,	   in	   this	   case,	   languages	   are.	   But	   not	   only	   does	   he	   define	   languages,	   he	   also	  defines	  the	  human	  engagement	  needed	  to	  accomplish	  reciprocal	  understanding	  and	  unity.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  his	  use	  of	  the	  personal	  pronouns	  “you”	  and	  “us”,	  which	  take	  his	  discourse	  to	  a	  much	  more	  personal	  level	  than	  observed	  in	  his	  introductory	  Commission	  statement	  (cf.	  5.3	  and	  5.4).	  The	  relationship	  between	  understanding	  and	  languages	  is	  also	  central	  to	  the	  last	  part	  of	  the	  excerpt	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  analysis	  below:	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  This	   is	  one	  of	  the	  few	  sentences	  where	  mental	  cognition	  (MC)	  transitivity	  has	  been	  used.	  This	  results	  in	  LO	  achieving	  a	  protruded	  subject	  position	  in	  the	  utterance	  since	  the	  transitivity	  choice	  highlights	   his	   personal	   opinion	   on	   the	   phenomenon,	   in	   this	   case	   the	   relationship	   between	  languages	   and	   understanding.	   In	   other	   words,	   the	   focus	   is	   on	   his	   perception	   as	   senser	   of	   a	  phenomenon.	  The	   sentence’s	   next	   layer	   is	   structured	   as	   an	   action	   with	   MAI	   transitivity	   followed	   by	   a	  compulsory	  adverb	  of	  manner.	  The	  proposition	  between	  the	  direct	  object	  and	  the	  compulsory	  adverbial	  is	  causal,	  i.e.	  it	  is	  a	  claim	  or	  a	  presupposition	  that	  people	  will	  understand	  each	  other	  if	  they	  speak	  one	  another’s	  languages.	  This	  causality	  between	  speaking	  each	  other’s	  languages	  and	  understanding	   each	   other	   is	   due	   to	   the	   inherent	   presupposition	   that	   speaking	   a	   language,	   or	  several,	  is	  equal	  to	  understanding	  other	  people.	  If	   one	   takes	   a	   further	   look	   of	   part	   of	   the	   direct	   object	   or	   phenomenon	   there	   are	   other	  interesting	  features	  to	  be	  observed	  as	  well.	  The	  Commissioner	  says:	  “we	  can	  take	  the	  first	  step	  to	   reciprocally	   understand	   each	   other	   by	   understanding	   the	   languages	   that	   we	   speak”	   (my	  emphasis).	  His	  use	  of	   “we”	   continues	  his	   style	  of	  proximity	  and	   solidarity.	   Likewise,	   “the	   first	  step”	  is	  a	  description	  that	  indicates	  a	  process,	   just	  like	  the	  overall	  MAI	  structure	  does,	  and	  the	  premodifier	  “first”	  suggests	  understanding	  each	  other’s	  languages	  to	  be	  only	  the	  beginning.	  One	  should	   also	   note	   the	   adverb	   “reciprocally”	   used	   for	   describing	   the	   desired	   understanding.	   It	  refers	  to	  mutual	  two-­‐way	  communication	  and	  does	  as	  such	  fit	  well	   into	  the	  equality	  discourse	  that	  the	  Commissioner	  has	  advocated	  throughout	  his	  entire	  text.	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5.6.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  5.6-­‐A	  was	   characterised	   by	   a	  metaphor,	   i.e.	   the	   hostage	   situation.	   As	   could	   be	   seen	   from	   the	  analysis,	   LO	   chose	   to	  describe	   the	   languages-­‐as-­‐hostages	   situation	  as	   an	  event	   rather	   than	  an	  action,	  implicitly	  leaving	  out	  agency.	   	  The	  reason	  why	  the	  Commissioner	  would	  rather	  present	  the	  situation	  as	  an	  event,	  though	  a	  quite	  dire	  one,	  than	  an	  action,	  might	  be	  because	  of	  his	  quite	  direct	  condemnation	  of	  the	  political	  interests	  causing	  it.	  The	  Commissioner	  clearly	  states	  what	  these	  political	  interests	  are,	  he	  gives	  them	  a	  character,	  and	  part	  of	  this	  is	  that	  they	  are	  contrary	  to	   the	   ideal	   of	   unity.	   This	   ideal	   of	   unity	   is	   presented	   as	   a	   naturalised	   presupposition	   which	  indicates	  his	  ideology	  and	  attitude	  towards	  EU	  as	  a	  united	  community,	  indeed	  the	  very	  contrast	  to	   a	   union	  where	   some	   are	   taken	   hostage	   in	   order	   for	   others	   to	   take	   care	   of	   their	   individual	  interests.	   However,	   this	   description	   of	   the	   political	   interests	  may	   also	   account	   for	   his	   lack	   of	  agency	   in	  5.6-­‐A,	  where	   “political	   interests”	   is	   the	   surrogate	   subject,	   yet	   as	   already	  mentioned	  “political	   interests”	   is	   pragmatically	   something	   held	   by	   someone.	   Not	   mentioning	   anyone	   in	  particular	   allows	   him	   to	   remain	   elevated	   from	   the	   quite	   concrete	   discussions	   between	   the	  parliamentarians	  and	  hence	  he	  does	  not	  take	  sides	  for	  or	  against	  in	  the	  concrete	  disagreements	  between	   the	   member	   states.	   Meanwhile	   his	   discourse	   condemns	   certain	   practices,	   it	   never	  shames	  and	  blames17	  anyone	  in	  particular.	  Still,	  the	  discourse	  does	  attest	  to	  the	  Commissioner’s	  beliefs,	  namely	  that	   languages	  are	  beneficial	  to	  communication	  and	  that	  unity	  is	  paramount	  to	  EU	  and	  takes	  precedence	  over	  the	  member	  states’	  various	  political	  interests.	  	  If	  one	  returns	  to	  the	  part	  about	  the	  “ideal	  of	  unity”	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  the	  Commissioner	  speaks	  of	  unity	  shows	  that	  it	  is	  a	  discourse	  with	  deep	  roots	  in	  his	  repertoire	  –	  one	   with	   which	   he	   represents	   the	   EU	   Commission.	   He	   treats	   it	   as	   common	   sense,	   i.e.	   a	  naturalised	  and	  hence	  unquestionable	  ideology,	  that	  the	  union	  is	  founded	  on	  unity	  and	  that	  this	  unity	  is	  alpha	  and	  omega	  and	  must	  be	  protected.	  Thus	  his	  message	  is	  that	  languages	  must	  not	  be	  threatened	  or	  “held	  hostage”	  as	  this	  would	  be	  the	  same	  as	  an	  assault	  on	  the	  “holy”	  unity.	  Hence,	  once	   again	   one	   can	   observe	   a	   discourse	   centred	   on	   unity.	   This	   discourse	   of	   unity	   is	   also	   the	  foundation	  when	  LO	   speaks	   of	   languages	   as	   a	   “solution”	   (l.	   1258)	   to	   the	   threat	   against	   unity.	  “Solution”	  is	  a	  cue	  to	  an	  interpretation	  of	  there	  being	  a	  problem,	  which	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  political	   interests	   working	   against	   unity.	   This	   solution	   is	   described	   and	   defined	   as	   one	   “that	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  17	  The	  shame-­‐and-­‐blame	  method	  is	  often	  used	  in	  EU	  as	  a	  way	  to	  coerce	  others	  to	  abandon	  or	  improve	  a	  certain	  practice.	  In	  this	  particular	  debate	  Parliamentarian	  Zoltán	  Balczó	  accusses	  the	  union	  of	  being	  unwilling	  to	  shame	  and	  blame	  within	  own	  ranks,	  and	  that	  it	  undermines	  its	  own	  principles	  by	  allowing	  minorities	  to	  be	  mistreated	  in	  some	  member	  states	  (ll.	  530-­‐535).	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would	   facilitate	   dialogue	   and	   interaction”	   by	   “teaching,	   speaking	   languages	   within	   the	  community	  where	  you	  live,	  languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  you,	  and	  this	  is	  something	  that	  allows	  us	  to	  explore	  avenues,	  to	  understand	  each	  other.”	  	  This	   leads	   to	   the	   effects	   of	   appositions	   and	   intensive	   relational	   equivalence	   in	   5.6-­‐B.	   The	  overall	   function	  of	   these	   is	   to	  promote	  a	  causal	  relationship	  between	  their	  propositions’	  parts	  and	  make	  the	  presuppositions	  embedded	  in	  them	  more	  natural.	  Generally,	  Orban	  proposes	  the	  ability	   to	   speak	   languages	   and	   the	   ability	   to	   understand	   one	   another	   to	   be	   the	   same	   thing.	  “Teaching,	   speaking	   languages”	   and	   “something	   that	   allows	   us	   to	   explore	   new	   avenues,	   to	  understand	  each	  other”	  are	  presented	  as	  a	  relational	  state,	  purporting	  that	  one	  element	  equals	  the	   other.	   Had	   the	   sentence	   rather	   been	   “learning	   and	   teaching	   languages	   in	   the	   community	  where	  you	  live	  allows	  us	  to	  explore	  avenues,	   to	  understand	  each	  other”	  the	  transitivity	  would	  have	   been	   changed	   to	   an	   intentional	   action	   and	  would	   have	   stressed	   that	   an	   active	   strategy	  would	  be	  needed	  to	  require	  such	  a	  state	  of	  reciprocal	  understanding.	  With	  the	  IR	  structure	  it	  is	  instead	  presented	  as	  a	  causal,	  natural	  and	  stable	  relationship	  between	  the	  two	  propositions.	  The	  presupposition	   that	   speaking	   other	   languages	   will	   be	   used	   for	   understanding	   each	   other	  indicates	  that	   languages	  are	  thought	  of	  containing	  cultures	  or	  at	   least	  elements	  hereof.	   It	   is	  of	  course	  true	  that	  communication	  becomes	  much	  easier	  when	  people	  can	  actually	  speak	  together,	  yet	   it	   seems	   a	   hasty	   conclusion	   to	   jump	   from	   language	   competencies	   to	   empathetic	  understanding.	   However,	   the	   Commissioner	   also	   does	   stress	   that	   it	   is	   “the	   first	   step”.	   5.6-­‐B’s	  second	  apposition,	  “languages	  within	  the	  community	  where	  you	  live,	  languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  you”,	   promotes	   a	   discourse	   based	   on	   the	   presupposition	   that	   community	   and	   closeness	   are	  equal.	  At	  the	  bottom	  of	  this	  assumption	  lies	  a	  belief	  about	  communities	  being	  homogenous	  and	  their	   citizens	   feeling	   close	   to	   each	   other.	   The	   third	   apposition	   “to	   explore	   avenues,	   to	  understand	   each	   other”	   constitutes	   a	   discourse	   where	   understanding	   and	   adventuring	   is	  intertwined.	  It	  suggests	  that	  this	  intercultural	  communication	  which	  multilingualism	  will	  induce	  can	   lead	   the	   Europeans	   and	   the	   European	   Union	   to	   become	   more	   innovative	   and	   discover	  unchartered	  waters;	  not	  least	  the	  resources	  to	  be	  excavated	  from	  various	  cultures	  and	  people.	  	  
5.6.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  The	  obvious	  ideology	  advocated	  in	  this	  excerpt	  is	  respect	  of	  one	  another.	  It	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  Commissioner’s	   beliefs	   in	   mutual	   understanding	   through	   language	   learning	   (cf.	   5.6-­‐C),	   i.e.	  effective	  multilingualism,	  and	  the	  right	  to	  speak	  “their	  language”	  but	  also	  “to	  learn	  the	  language	  of	   the	  country	  where	   they	   live”	   (l.	  1274,	  1275).	  But	   in	   this	  overt	   ideology	   lies	  a	  covert	  one	  as	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well,	  viz.	  that	  communities	  and	  countries	  have	  only	  one	  language.	  It	  is	  rather	  close	  to	  the	  nation	  state	   motto,	   ”one	   language,	   one	   nation,	   one	   state”	   (Phillipson	   2003:20).	   One	   may	   call	   it	   the	  ideology	   of	   monolingualism.	   Countries	   are	   not	   and	   never	   have	   been	  monolingual	   (Phillipson	  2003:41,42).	   However,	   dominant	   blocs,	   interested	   in	   purporting	   ideas	   of	   a	   genuine	   language	  and	  a	  genuine	  people18,	  have	  always	  existed	  and	  still	  do	  exist.	  This	   is	  basically	  a	  matter	  about	  the	  power	  to	  define	  one’s	  own	  and	  others’	  position;	  who	  are	  Us	  and	  who	  are	  Them.	  Taking	  the	  entire	  respect-­‐of-­‐diversity	  discourse	  into	  account,	  it	  is	  unlikely	  that	  LO	  deliberately	  reproduces	  this	  ideology	  of	  the	  monolingual	  community.	  Nonetheless,	  it	  is	  reproduced	  and	  it	  is	  the	  bane	  of	  a	  more	  creative	  discourse,	  viz.	  that	  communities	  are	  the	  sum	  of	  their	  population	  groups.	  Instead,	  communities	   are	   constructed	   as	   having	   an	   essence,	   and	   everything	   not	   belonging	   to	   this	  “essence”	   is	   either	   left	   out,	   like	   the	   fact	   that	   communities	   are	  heterogeneous,	   or	   described	   as	  alien,	  like	  minorities	  in	  this	  excerpt.	  They	  have	  “their	  language”	  and	  the	  country	  they	  live	  in	  (not	  “belong	   to”	   or	   “are	  part	   of”)	   has	   its	   language,	   and	  when	   the	  minorities	   have	   learnt	   their	   host	  country’s	  language,	  bridges	  will	  have	  been	  created.	  	  Another	  covert	  ideology,	  the	  supremacy	  of	  the	  national	  language,	  is	  shrouded	  in	  this	  bridge	  metaphor.	  While	  the	  Commissioner	  may	  say	  that	  reciprocal	  understanding	  should	  be	  achieved	  through	  learning	  each	  others’	   languages,	   this	  utterance	   is	  somewhat	  modified	   in	  the	  following	  utterances	  (ll.1272-­‐1276)	  where	  it	  seems	  that	  only	  minorities	  should	  learn	  the	  languages	  of	  the	  community	  they	  live	  in,	  though	  they	  should	  also	  be	  allowed	  to	  speak	  their	  own	  languages.	  This	  is	  yet	  another	  example	  of	  how	  LO	  is	  creative	  but	  also	  reproductive	  in	  his	  discourse.	  To	  state	  that	  minorities	   should	   be	   allowed	   to	   speak	   their	   own	   language	   is	   still	   far	   from	   a	   popular	   view	   in	  many	   groups	   and	   hence	   the	   Commissioner	   plays	   an	   important	   role	   in	   furthering	   the	   case	   of	  minorities	  through	  his	  discourse.	  However,	  his	  mentioning	  of	  “reciprocally”	  understanding	  each	  other	  does	  ring	  somewhat	  hollow	  when	  he	  states	  that	  only	  minorities	  should	  learn	  the	  language	  of	  the	  community	  they	  live	  in.	  It	  shows	  a	  quite	  naturalised	  view	  on	  communities,	   i.e.	  that	  they	  are	  or	  should	  become	  homogenous.	  There	  is	  one	  original	  language	  and	  one	  original	  population	  and	  elements	  that	  do	  not	  belong	  to	  these	  groups	  must	  adhere	  to	  them.	  	  Furthermore,	  LO	  ought	   to	  have	  a	  divide	  between	  physical	  and	  mental	  proximity.	  When	  he	  says,	   “languages	   within	   the	   community	   where	   you	   live,	   languages	   that	   are	   close	   to	   you”	   he	  assumes	  that	  geographic	  closeness	  is	  the	  same	  as	  mental	  closeness.	  But	  in	  many	  countries	  other	  languages	   than	   the	   official	   state	   language	   is	   being	   fought	   fiercely,	   like	   Catalan	   and	  Basque	   in	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  18	  	  One	  merely	  has	  to	  think	  of	  the	  Danish	  debate	  on	  danskhed,	  which	  included	  elaborate	  debates	  on	  and	  struggles	  over	  the	  most	  Danish	  norms	  and	  ways	  of	  living.	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Spain	   (Vila	   i	  Moreno	  2008:158-­‐172),	   and	   in	   a	  member	   state	   like	  Denmark	   immigrant	  mother	  tongues	   are	   at	   large	   considered	   stigmatising.	   Ph.d.	   and	  minority	   researcher	   Anika	   Liversages	  associates	   the	   Danish	   language	   mentality	   with	   a	   low	   level	   of	   accent	   tolerance,	   lav	  
accenttolerance,	  and	  thinks	  that	  language	  criteria	  are	  often	  used	  for	  keeping	  immigrants	  out	  of	  the	  labour	  market	  (Bræmer	  2005).	  Likewise,	  Robert	  Phillipson	  points	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  Denmark	  is	   one	   of	   the	   many	   countries	   where	   “the	   concept	   dialect	   entails	   low	   prestige”	   (Phillipson	  2003:44,	   original	   italics).	   In	  other	  words,	   just	  because	  people	   live	   in	   the	   same	   community,	   or	  even	  door	  to	  door,	  it	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  they	  feel	  any	  nearness	  or	  solidarity.	  	  To	  conclude	   it	   can	  be	  said	   that	   the	  Commissioner’s	  discourse	  on	   learning	   languages	   in	   the	  near	   community	   is	   either	   based	   in	   an	   ideology	   about	   national	   homogeneity	   or	   the	  presupposition	  that	  cultural	  diversity	  is	  always	  accepted.	  The	  first	  possibility	  is	  hopelessly	  blind	  to	   the	  many	   axes	   of	   diversity	  within	   a	   community	   –	   class,	   education,	   status,	   income,	   gender,	  nationality,	  political	  convictions,	  group	  attitudes	  and	  beliefs	  –	  while	  the	  other	  assumes	  that	  all	  of	  these	  differences	  naturally	  co-­‐operate.	  This	   is	   in	   line	  with	   the	   ideology	  of	  unity	  which	  he	  also	  reproduces	   in	   this	   excerpt,	   yet	   he	   can	   see	   from	   the	   parliamentarians’	   discussions	   that	   the	  practice	  in	  some	  member	  states	  is	  not	  that	  of	  unity	  and	  inclusion.	  He	  states	  this	  himself	  with	  the	  hostage	  metaphor,	  yet	  he	  does	  not	  address	  the	  powers	  in	  these	  societies	  and	  communities	  that	  would	  and	  already	  do	  work	  against	  the	  intercultural	  understanding	  and	  acceptance	  of	  diversity.	  Language	  learning	  and	  multilingualism	  may	  very	  well	  be	  a	  step	  in	  the	  right	  direction	  to	  get	  more	  solidary,	  inclusive	  and	  heterogenic	  societies,	  but	  this	  belief	  or	  ideology	  seem	  forfeit	  at	  the	  hand	  of	  other	  ideologies,	  such	  as	  linguistic	  and	  cultural	  purity.	  
5.7	  First	  Parliament	  excerpt	  	  Diane	  Dodds	  (henceforth	  DD)	  is	  a	  parliamentarian	  from	  Northern	  Ireland.	  Her	  contribution	  has	  been	   chosen	   for	   analysis	   because	   she	   focuses	   on	   how	   languages	   may	   be	   used	   as	   political	  propaganda	   in	   conflicts	   between	   different	   cultural	   member	   groups	   within	   the	   same	  geographical	   area.	   It	   has	   a	   different	   perspective	   on	   languages,	   diversity	   and	   unity	   than	   that	  proposed	  by	  Commissioner	  Orban.	  	  665	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *DOD:	   mister	  president	  commissioner	  (0.3)	  it	  is	  good	  to	  hear	  of	  the	  need	  666	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  diversity	  and	  multilingualism	  (0.3)	  	  667	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  i	  want	  to	  highlight	  very	  briefly	  a	  situation	  in	  my	  own	  part	  of	  668	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  united	  kingdom	  (0.8)	  	  669	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  minority	  language	  of	  ulster	  scots	  is	  part	  of	  the	  cultural	  wealth	  670	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  northern	  ireland	  (0.3)	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671	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  is	  recognised	  by	  the	  united	  kingdom	  (0.2)	  under	  erh	  the	  672	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   conslefurt-­‐	  erh	  europe	  charter	  for	  regional	  or	  minority	  languages	  673	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  674	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  saint	  andrews	  agreement	  act	  the	  northern	  ireland	  675	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   executive	  is	  charged	  with	  bringing	  forward	  a	  strategy	  (0.3)	  	  676	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  the	  ulster	  scots'	  language	  and	  culture	  (0.5)	  	  677	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  preparing	  the	  strategy	  	  678	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  cultural	  ministers	  taking	  into	  account	  (0.3)	  the	  erh	  european	  679	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   charter	  and	  other	  international	  instruments	  	  680	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  the	  united	  nations'	  convention	  on	  the	  rights	  of	  the	  child	  681	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  682	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  also	  setting	  the	  strategy	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  promotion	  of	  a	  683	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   shared	  and	  better	  future	  for	  northern	  ireland	  (0.4)	  	  684	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   based	  on	  equality	  diversity	  and	  interdependence	  (0.5)	  	  
685	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   unfortunately	  (0.3)	  sinn	  féin	  has	  used	  culture	  especially	  language	  
686	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  	  
687	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  weapon	  in	  its	  campaign	  against	  the	  state	  (0.3)	  	  
688	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  has	  led	  to	  controversy	  and	  contention	  (0.5)	  	  
689	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  is	  an	  abuse	  and	  misuse	  of	  language	  (0.3)	  	  690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  we	  must	  hope	  that	  a	  shared	  and	  better	  future	  aspect	  of	  this	  691	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   strategy	  (0.4)	  will	  address	  the	  legacy	  of	  that	  cultural	  war	  (0.2)	  	  692	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  	  
5.7.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  The	   first	   part	   of	   the	   text	   not	   singled	   out	   for	   grammatical	   analysis	   bear	   resemblances	   to	  Commissioner	   Orban’s	   contributions	   in	   so	   far	   that	   abstract	   concepts	   such	   as	  multilingualism	  and	   diversity	   are	   prominent	   and	   the	   onset	   of	   the	   following	   co-­‐text.	   The	   construction	   of	   a	  minority	   language,	   in	   this	   case	  Ulster-­‐Scots,	   as	   a	   source	  of	   “cultural	  wealth”	   (l.	   669)	   is	   in	   line	  with	   the	   Commissioner’s	   discourse	   too.	   Finally,	   so	   is	   the	   articulation	   of	   a	   strategy	   for	  Ulster-­‐Scots	   that	   is	   to	   ensure	   a	   “shared	   and	   better	   future”	   based	   on	   “equality,	   diversity	   and	  interdependence”	   (ll.	   684,685).	   However,	   from	   here	   DD	   stops	   being	   in	   line	   with	   the	  Commissioner’s	   discourse	   and	   instead	   turns	   to	   the	   negative	   effects	   of	   North	   Irish	   language	  diversity.	  This	  shift	  she	  introduces	  with	  the	  following	  sentence	  about	  the	  Irish	  Republican	  party,	  Sinn	  Féin,	  which	  is	  against	  the	  division	  between	  Ireland	  and	  Northern	  Ireland:	  
	   	  	  This	   entire	   sentence	   is	   premodified	   by	   the	   adverbial	   “unfortunately”	   sending	   a	   clear	   signal	  about	  DD’s	  opinion	  of	  Sinn	  Féin’s	  actions	  and	  how	  she	  would	  like	  these	  to	  be	  perceived	  by	  her	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audience.	  Next,	  the	  MAI	  transitivity	  clearly	  singles	  out	  Sinn	  Féin	  as	  the	  agent	  behind	  the	  action	  of	   using	   language	   to	   an	   ill	   end,	   i.e.	   as	   a	  weapon,	  which	   is	   shown	  grammatically	   by	   the	   object	  complement.	   In	   other	   words,	   language	   is	   treated	   as	   an	   object	   which	   can	   be	   exploited	   for	   a	  specific	  purpose.	  As	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  analysis	  above	  the	  relationship	  between	  “culture	  especially	  language”	  and	  “as	  a	  weapon”	  semantically	  becomes	  a	  little	  peculiar	  since	  the	  former	  clause	   constituent	   is	   the	   semantic	   goal	  but	   at	   the	   same	   time	  also	   the	   carrier	  belonging	   to	   the	  attribute	  “as	  a	  weapon”.	  This	  means	  that	  although	  transitivity	  is	  overall	  MAI	  there	  is	  also	  a	  layer	  of	   intensive	  relational	  (IR)	  state	  transitivity	  between	  the	  direct	  object,	  which	  also	  functions	  as	  semantic	   carrier,	   and	   the	   object	   complement,	   a	   semantic	   attribute,	   that	   emphasises	   how	  language	  is	  a	  weapon.	  “Weapon”	  of	  course	  is	  a	  metaphor	  with	  some	  quite	  strong	  connotations,	  not	   least	   one	   of	   war.	   It	   is	   also	   interesting	   to	   observe	   how	   deeply	   embedded	   “especially	  language”	  is	  in	  the	  sentence	  structure.	  Since	  it	  is	  a	  postmodifier	  to	  the	  head	  “culture”	  it	  tells	  of	  a	  naturalised	  way	  of	   looking	  at	   language	  as	  part	  of	   culture.	  Finally,	   there	  are	   the	   two	  adverbial	  constituents.	  The	  first	  presupposes	  that	  Sinn	  Féin	   is	   leading	  a	  “campaign”	  and	  the	  second	  that	  this	  campaign	  is	  “against	  the	  state”.	  	  In	  the	  following	  analysed	  part	  of	  the	  text,	  DD	  states	  what	  she	  believes	  Sinn	  Féin’s	  course	  of	  action	  has	  led	  to:	  	  
	  	  The	   introductory	   “this”	  has	  anaphorical	   reference	   to	   the	  entire	   sentence	  of	  5.7-­‐A.	  This	  entails	  that	  the	  first	  sentence	  in	  5.7-­‐B	  is	  a	  description	  of	  what	  Sinn	  Féin’s	  actions	  have	  caused.	  Again,	  one	  may	  notice	  the	  use	  of	  material	  transitivity,	  this	  time	  as	  a	  MAE	  process.	  This	  implies	  that	  Sinn	  Féin	  indirectly	  still	  is	  positioned	  as	  the	  perpetrator	  since	  it	  is	  their	  actions	  that	  have	  led	  to	  the	  current	  situation,	  which	  is	  described	  by	  the	  goal	  with	  the	  two	  coordinated	  nouns	  “controversy”	  and	   “contention”.	   In	   other	   words,	   she	   provides	   her	   audience	   with	   a	   rather	   specific	   chain	   of	  actions	  and	  consequent	  events,	  viz.	  that	  Sinn	  Féin’s	  use,	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  exploitation,	  of	  language	  as	  a	  weapon,	  i.e.	  as	  an	  act	  of	  war,	  has	  caused	  a	  state	  of	  “controversy”	  and	  “contention”.	  Amongst	  whom	   is	   left	   unspoken.	   She	   does,	   however,	   sum	   up	   the	   entire	   situation	   in	   the	   following	  sentence:	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  Here	   she	  no	   longer	   stresses	  an	  action	  or	  event	   through	  her	   transitivity	   choice,	  but	   instead	  an	  intensive	  relational	  (IR)	  state.	  “That”	  has	  anaphoric	  reference	  to	  the	  previous	  action	  and	  event,	  hence	  constituting	  part	  of	  the	  suggested	  relationship	  while	  “an	  abuse	  and	  misuse	  of	  language”,	  i.e.	  the	  attribute,	  constitutes	  the	  other.	  This	  relationship	  between	  the	  entities	  of	  the	  proposition	  is	  presented	  as	  a	  fact	  since	  it	  is	  not	  modified	  by	  e.g.	  mental	  cognition	  processes	  such	  as	  “I	  think”,	  “in	   my	   opinion”	   or	   something	   similar.	   Moreover,	   “an	   abuse	   and	   misuse	   of	   language”	   also	  emphasise	  how	  language	  is	  not	  the	  culprit	  but	  something	  that	  can	  be	  used	  as	  a	  means	  to	  an	  end.	  The	   two	   sentences	   of	   5.7-­‐B	   and	   5.7-­‐C,	   though	   not	   parallels,	   have	   some	   similarities.	   For	  example,	   both	   are	   grammatically	   simple	   constructions,	   there	   are	  only	   two	  propositions	   and	  a	  verb	  to	  describe	  the	  relationship	  between	  them.	  Furthermore,	  the	  direct	  object	  of	  5.7-­‐B	  and	  the	  subject	   complement	   of	   5.7-­‐C	   both	   have	   two	   coordinated	   heads	   at	   the	   phrasal	   level.	   In	   other	  words,	   there	   are	   repetitions	   in	   their	   structures,	   which	   are	   used	   for	   underlining	   DD’s	  representations.	  Moreover,	  these	  representations	  come	  in	  sets,	  realised	  by	  the	  two	  coordinated	  heads	  in	  each	  sentence,	  which	  purport	  to	  provide	  a	  representational	  picture	  of	  the	  situation	  and	  its	   character	   respectively.	   Because	   of	   the	   transitivity	   choices	   this	   picture	   is	   communicated	   as	  objective	  or	  factual	  rather	  than	  a	  personal	  attitude.	  This	  is	  also	  in	  line	  with	  the	  closing	  remark	  where	  DD	   encases	   her	   construction	   of	   the	   entire	   language	   situation	   in	  Northern	   Ireland	   as	   a	  “cultural	  war”	  (l.	  691).	  
5.7.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  As	  already	  mentioned,	  DD’s	  contribution	   is	  divided	   in	   two	  relatively	  diverging	  parts.	  The	   first	  bears	   significant	   resemblances	   to	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   discourses	   while	   the	   second	   part	  changes	   the	   perspective	   to	   one	   that	   describes	   the	   grievances	   caused	   by	   language.	   Hence,	   the	  first	  part	  may	  be	  interpreted	  as	  a	  way	  to	  signal	  institutional	  closeness,	  rather	  than	  distance,	  to	  the	   Commissioner	   and	   ultimately	   the	   EU	   Commission.	   The	   message	   would	   then	   be	   that	   DD	  represents	  those	  who	  are	  willing	  to	  do	  the	  right	  thing	  and	  act,	  i.e.	  implement	  strategies,	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  “equality,	  diversity,	  and	  interdependence”	  (l.	  684),	  but	  also	  that	  these	  good	  intentions	  and	  actions	  are	  being	  encumbered	  by	  Sinn	  Féin.	  This	  could	  be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  example	  of	  one	  of	   the	   situations	   that	  Commissioner	  Orban	  speaks	  of	   in	  5.6	  where	   “languages	  are	  being	   taken	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hostage	  to	  political	  interests”.	  Because	  DD’s	  discourse	  draws	  on	  concepts	  of	  war,	  e.g.	  “language	  as	  a	  weapon”	  and	  “cultural	  war”,	  her	  mentioning	  of	  “interdependence”	  in	  line	  684	  is	  noteworthy.	  “Interdependence”	   triggers	   very	   specific	   connotations	   in	   EU	   contexts	   because	   it	   is	   one	   of	   the	  founding	  ideas	  behind	  the	  European	  Union,	  which	  was	  constituted	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War.	  “Interdependence”	  was	  and	  still	  is	  the	  concept	  meant	  to	  prevent	  future	  wars	  and	  devastations.	  The	   idea	   is,	   put	   briefly,	   that	   if	   all	   countries	   are	   dependant	   on	   each	   other	   then	  war	   is	   not	   an	  option.	  France	  and	  the	  United	  Kingdom	  will	  not	  go	  to	  war	  against	  each	  other	  since	  they	  will	  only	  shipwreck	  their	  own	  and	  the	  remaining	  twenty-­‐five	  member	  states’	  resources.	  If	  one	  takes	  a	  closer	  look	  at	  the	  analysed	  parts	  they	  create	  a	  causal	  chain	  of	  processes	  based	  on	  transitivity	  where	  DD	  starts	  with	  MAI,	  Sinn	  Féin	  has	  used	  language	  as	  a	  weapon,	  which	  leads	  to	  MAE,	  as	  a	  result,	  controversies	  and	  contentions	  dominate	  the	  community,	  and	  ends	  with	  IR,	  the	  verdict	  over	  what	  the	  previous	  action	  and	  event	  are,	  i.e.	  “an	  abuse	  and	  misuse	  of	  language”.	  This	   provides	   DD	   with	   a	   convincing	   argument	   structure	   as	   she	   gives	   her	   audience	   a	  grammatically	  simple	  and	  semantically	  lucid	  line	  of	  reasoning.	  What	  she	  never	  does,	  however,	  is	  branding	  her	  own	  group	  affiliation.	  Quite	   the	  contrary,	   she	  only	  constructs	  Sinn	  Féin	  as	  being	  against	   the	  state	  and	  hence	  covertly	   sets	  up	   two	  groups,	  Sinn	  Féin	  versus	   the	  state,	   implicitly	  understood	  as	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  Northern	  Irish	  citizens.	  Her	  discourse	  is	  in	  reality	  an	  example	  of	  a	  Us-­‐versus-­‐Them	  construction,	  but	   it	   is	  very	  subtle	  and	  Sinn	  Féin	   is	  positioned	  as	  a	  group	  that	  exploits	  language	  and	  culture	  to	  quite	  unhappy	  ends,	  viz.	  they	  are	  against	  all	  who	  believe	  in	  and	  works	   for	   solutions	   based	   on	   “equality,	   diversity	   and	   interdependence”.	   In	   this	   regard,	   it	   is	  interesting	  that	  she	  uses	  “controversy”	  and	  “contention”	  since	  both	  nouns	  stress	  that	  there	  are	  two	   parts	   disagreeing	   about	   something.	   This	   is	   a	   spot-­‐on	   picture	   of	   Northern	   Ireland,	   but	   it	  doesn’t	  necessarily	  render	  her	  claim	  the	  right	  one,	  it	  merely	  shows	  that	  she	  has	  taken	  a	  side	  in	  the	  debate	  between	   the	   two	  parts.	  As	  a	  consequence	  she	  seeks	   to	  construct	  her	  attitudes	  and	  beliefs	  as	  the	  only	  commonsensical	  ones.	  On	  the	  other	  hand	  she	  never	  explains	  whom	  this	  state	  of	  “controversy	  and	  contention”	  involves,	  leaving	  human	  involvement	  unspoken	  and	  hence	  out	  of	   the	   construction.	   Instead	   she	   leaves	   her	   audience	   with	   only	   negative	   connotations	   and	  outcomes	  as	  well	  as	  a	  complete	  lack	  of	  other	  perspectives	  on	  the	  situation.	  This	  is	  a	  testimony	  to	  a	  highly	  ideological	  representation.	  So	  does	  the	  fact	  that	  her	  membership	  attitudes	  and	  beliefs	  shine	   through	   due	   to	   her	   active	   distancing	   from	   Sinn	   Féin	   and	   implicitly	   the	   party’s	   politics.	  Ultimately,	  DD	  is	  creating	  a	  discourse	  just	  as	  irreconcilable	  as	  the	  one	  of	  which	  she	  accuses	  Sinn	  Féin.	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Now,	   the	   actual	   language	   construction	   and	   discourse	   in	   DD’s	   text	   is	   hardly	   dominant.	  Language	   is	   represented	  as	  an	  object	   for	   someone	   to	  use,	   exploit	  and	  abuse,	   e.g.	   as	  a	  weapon	  against	  unity	  and	  peaceful	  co-­‐existence.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  clearly	  her	  belief	  that	  language	  must	  be	  regulated	  by	  strategies	  and	  policies	  if	  it	  is	  to	  work	  in	  favour	  of	  “a	  shared	  and	  better	  future	  for	  Northern	  Ireland”	  (l.	  683).	  In	  other	  words,	  her	  discourse	  focuses	  on	  the	  current	  negative	  effects	  of	  language	  and	  not	  the	  positive	  ones,	  such	  as	  Commissioner	  Orban’s	  discursive	  constructions	  of	  “common,	   European	   culture”	   and	   “unity	   in	   diversity”.	   The	   most	   obvious	   contrast	   to	   the	  Commissioner’s	  discourse	  is	  when	  she	  names	  the	  entire	  situation	  a	  “cultural	  war”;	  a	  diametrical	  contrast	   to	  Orban’s	   cultural	   unity.	  However,	   they	  do	   share	   a	   belief	   in	   the	   beneficial	   effects	   of	  regulated	  language	  inclusion.	  
5.7.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  	  Undoubtedly,	  this	  contribution	  is	  first	  and	  foremost	  influenced	  by	  years	  of	  conflict	  in	  Northern	  Ireland	   between	   those	   wanting	   to	   be	   part	   of	   Ireland,	   like	   Sinn	   Féin,	   and	   those	   who	   wish	   to	  remain	   part	   of	   The	   United	   Kingdom.	   This	   historical	   conflict	   of	   Northern	   Ireland	  may	   explain	  DD’s	   discourse	   on	   and	   representation	   of	   language	   as	   a	   weapon	   or	   something	   that	   may	   be	  exploited	   for	   political	   purposes.	   She	   has	   a	   specific	   set	   of	   personal	   but	   also	   shared	   attitudes,	  beliefs	  and	  ideologies	  that	  is	  formed	  by	  e.g.	  experience,	  culture,	  history	  etc.	  These	  are	  all	  part	  of	  her	   discursive	   construction	   of	   language,	   which	   focuses	   on	   language	   as	   a	   tool	   to	   promote	  ideological	   convictions.	   However,	   as	   described	   in	   the	   previous	   sections,	   her	   discourse	   also	  embeds	  language	  in	  a	  cultural	  order.	  In	  other	  words,	  she	  reproduces	  a	  construction	  of	  language	  as	  a	  symbolic	  representative	  of	  culture.	  Her	  representation	  is	  not	  concerned	  with	  the	  functional	  aspects	  of	  language,	  but	  only	  its	  culturally	  symbolic	  functions,	  viz.	  its	  ability	  to	  represent	  specific	  group	  identities	  and	  ideologies.	  In	  this	  regard	  her	  own	  discourse	  on	  language	  is	  just	  as	  much	  a	  misrepresentation	  of	  language	  as	  Sinn	  Féin’s	  is.	  A	   very	   interesting	   and	   important	   part	   of	   DD’s	   overall	   discourse	   is	   its	   contrast	   to	  Commissioner	   Orban’s	   discourse	   on	   language	   and	  multilingualism	   as	   unifying	   elements.	   DD’s	  discourse	   on	   language	   shows	   that	   there	   are	   deep	   disharmonies	   between	   places	   and	   peoples	  within	   Europe,	   and	   that	   language	   might	   as	   well	   be	   the	   bone	   of	   contention	   as	   the	   unifying	  solution.	   She	   represents	   a	   bottom-­‐up	   discourse	   on	   language	   rather	   than	   the	   top-­‐down	   ones	  presented	   by	   Commissioner	   Orban.	   With	   her	   contribution,	   DD	   positions	   her	   discourse	   in	  opposition	   to	   and	   challenges	   the	   EU	   Commission’s	   rather	   fixed	   and	   institutionalised	  representations	   of	   language	   and	   multilingualism.	   Clearly,	   she	   does	   not	   reproduce	   all	   of	   the	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Commissioner’s	  ideologies	  and	  attitudes,	  though	  especially	  the	  first	  part	  of	  her	  text	  has	  features	  similar	   to	   his	   discursive	   constructions.	   What	   she	   does	   reproduce,	   however,	   is	   some	   of	   the	  discourses	  and	  group	  ideologies	  that	  have	  been	  dividing	  Ireland,	  particularly	  Northern	  Ireland,	  for	   centuries.	   These	   are	   not	   explicitly	   formulated,	   but	   can	   be	   seen	   from	   her	   quite	   aggressive	  attitude	   towards	  Sinn	  Féin	  and	  how	  she	  dissociates	  herself	   from	  everything	   they	  stand	   for.	   In	  fact	   she	   constructs	   them	   as	   the	   society’s	   problem,	   which	   gives	   away	   her	   own	   ideological	  standpoint.	   Hence,	   her	   discourse	   might	   not	   be	   creative	   in	   itself,	   but	   the	   clash	   with	   the	  Commissioner’s	   surely	   is.	   It	   is	   a	   good	   example	   of	   how	   language	   use	   about	   how	   others	   use	  language	  might	  result	  in	  strives	  between	  politically	  and	  culturally	  different	  groups.	  
5.8	  Second	  Parliament	  excerpt	  	  This	   is	   the	   contribution	  of	   the	   Spanish	  parliamentarian	  Alejo	  Vidal-­‐Quadras	   (AV).	   It	   has	  been	  chosen	   because	   it	   represents	   a	   quite	   different	   take	   on	   language	   than	   that	   of	   culture	   and	  diversity,	  but	  one	  also	  quite	  widespread	  common	  EU	  debate;	  that	  of	  economy	  and	  institutional	  multilingualism.	  	  698	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *VID:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  president	  	  699	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'd	  like	  to	  take	  the	  floor	  president	  to	  highlight	  the	  efforts	  	  700	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  erh	  (0.9)	  this	  house	  (0.5)	  is	  (0.2)	  deploying	  (0.4)	  in	  the	  area	  701	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  minority	  language	  	  702	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  so	  we	  (0.6)	  have	  erh	  the	  possibility	  to	  erm	  make	  answers	  and	  get	  703	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   response	  erh	  a-­‐	  and	  questions	  in	  minority	  languages	  	  704	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  also	  (0.6)	  it's	  possible	  to	  use	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  705	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.7)	  	  706	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   arm	  (0.7)	  in	  the	  plenary	  of	  (.)	  the	  erm	  house	  (2.6)	  	  707	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (0.3)	  this	  is	  a	  parliament	  that	  works	  in	  integrated	  708	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   multilingualism	  	  709	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   twenty	  three	  languages	  that	  use	  up	  for	  one	  third	  of	  the	  budget	  to	  710	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  half	  of	  the	  human	  resources	  	  711	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that's	  not	  to	  be	  overlooked	  	  712	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  luxembourg	  cyprus	  spain	  swe-­‐	  erh	  sweden	  finland	  the	  list	  goes	  on	  713	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  languages	  of	  this	  category	  (1.1)	  	  
714	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  (1.2)	  we	  would	  use	  (0.6)	  have	  to	  use	  thirty	  five	  or	  forty	  
715	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  in	  the	  plenary	  erh	  to	  cover	  that	  	  
716	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  in	  terms	  of	  ??th-­	  logistics??	  and	  finances	  this	  is	  just	  not	  viable	  	  
717	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  for	  this	  reason	  (.)	  president	  (0.5)	  insisting	  on	  this	  (0.6)	  
718	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  something	  that	  could	  (0.8)	  be	  good	  (1.2)	  for	  xxxxxxxx	  	  
719	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   perhaps	  constituency	  
720	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *VID:	   but	  is	  something	  that	  is	  not	  particularly	  erm	  practical	  (0.3)	  	  721	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  eh	  could	  erm	  (1.1)	  fly	  in	  the	  face	  of	  the	  good	  faith	  of	  the	  722	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   citizens	  	  	  
	  66	  
5.8.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  The	  overall	  message	  of	  AV	  is	  that	  active	  use,	  in	  the	  EU	  Parliament	  particularly,	  of	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  is	  financially	  a	  heavy	  burden.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  following	  analysed	  sentence:	  	  
	  	  The	   first	  part	  of	   the	  sentence	  ends	  with	   “that”	  which	  has	  anaphoric	   reference	   to	   the	  previous	  sentence’s	  “languages	  of	  this	  category”	  (l.	  713).	  These	  “languages	  of	  this	  category”	  are	  the	  many	  minority	   and	   regional	   languages	   spoken	   across	   Europe.	   Thus,	   AV	   gives	   them	   a	   new	   generic	  reference	  which	   does	   not,	   however,	  mention	  what	   they	   are.	   Likewise,	   this	   reference	   renders	  minority	  and	  regional	   languages	  semantically	   the	  same.	  Their	  common	   feature	   is	   that	   they	  all	  represent	  extra	  expenses	  in	  the	  budgets	  because	  of	  the	  need	  for	  interpretation	  and	  translation.	  	  This	   leads	   to	   his	   conclusions	  which	   are	   analyses	   in	   5.8-­‐A.	   The	   first	   sentence	   represents	   a	  material	   intentional	   action	   (MAI),	   however,	   hypothetical	   action	   as	   indicated	  by	   “would	  have”.	  The	   direct	   object	   or	   goal	   is	   realised	   by	   the	   assessed	   number	   of	   languages	   to	   be	   used	   in	   the	  Parliament,	  should	  more	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  enjoy	  the	  privilege	  of	  being	  official	  EU	  languages.	  One	  of	  the	  most	  interesting	  analytical	  points	  is,	  however,	  the	  contrast	  that	  the	  second	  sentence	   forms	   to	   the	   first,	   introduced	  by	  “but”.	   In	  other	  words,	   this	   is	  an	  example	  of	  a	  set	  of	  contrastives	  or	  opposites	  (cf.	  3.2.2).	  Hence,	  AV’s	  choice	  of	  contrasting	  is	  protruded	  rather	  than	  mediated.	  The	  opposite	  to	  expanding	  the	  range	  of	  languages	  used	  in	  the	  plenary	  is	  described	  in	  the	   second	   sentence	  where	   the	   adverbial	   constituent,	   “but	   in	   terms	  of	   logistics	   and	   finances”,	  describes	  the	  parameters	  of	  comparison,	  i.e.	  “logistics”	  and	  “finances”	  decide	  what	  is	  and	  what	  is	  not	  “viable”.	  The	  following	  semantic	  C-­‐P-­‐A	  proposition	  describes	  the	  relationship	  between	  two	  entities:	   The	   carrier,	   “this”,	   refers	   to	   language	   expansion,	   and	   the	   attribute	   is	   a	   negated	  construction,	  deeming	  the	  carrier	  “not	  viable”.	  Notice	  also	  how	  “not	  viable”	  is	  premodified	  and	  intensified	  by	  “just”.	  This	  premodifier	  also	  yields	  a	  more	  naturalised	  discourse;	  his	  proposition	  is	  not	  negotiable,	  it	  is	  the	  way	  things	  are.	  A	  feature	  also	  covered	  by	  the	  state	  transitivity	  of	  “this	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is	   just	  not	  viable”.	   In	  other	  words,	  economics	  are	  positioned	  as	  the	  parameter	  to	  establish	  the	  worth	  and	  usefulness	  of	  languages.	  	  AV’s	  conclusion	  to	  his	  arguments	  against	  extended	  multilingualism	  is	  captured	  in	  his	  closing	  remarks:	  	  	  
	  	  	   	  An	   obvious	   feature	   of	   this	   part	   is	   the	   contrast,	   seen	   grammatically	  with	   one	   subject	   and	   two	  contrasted	   subject	   complements.	   Semantically	   this	   means	   that	   there	   are	   two	   sets	   of	  propositions:	  One	  between	  the	  carrier,	  “insisting	  on	  this”,	  and	  the	  first	  attribute,	  “something	  that	  could	   be	   good	   for	   xxxxxxxx”,	   and	   one	   between	   the	   same	   carrier	   and	   the	   second	   negated	  attribute,	  “something	  that	  is	  not	  particularly	  practical”.	  These	  two	  sets	  of	  propositions	  express	  what	  AV	  thinks	  extended	  multilingualism	  could	  be	  good	   for	  and	  what	   it	   is	  most	  definitely	  not	  good	  for.	  This	  is	  expressed	  rather	  clearly	  with	  the	  use	  of	  a	  contrastive	  structure	  and	  a	  negation.	  However,	   it	   is	   also	   a	   less	   obvious	   difference	   between	   the	   contrastive	   clauses	  with	   significant	  ideological	  meaning.	  Hence	  the	  verb	  choices	  in	  the	  two	  subject	  complements	  express	  possibility	  in	   the	   first	  case,	  but	  certainty	   in	   the	  second	  case:	   “insisting	  on	  this	   is	  something	   that	  could	  be	  good	  for	  xxxxxxxx,	  but	  is	  something	  that	  is	  not	  particularly	  practical”	  (my	  emphasis).	  Hence,	  the	  message	  AV	  conveys	  is	  that	  expanded	  multilingualism	  is	  not	  necessarily	  good	  for	  anything,	  and	  surely	   it	   is	   bad	   for	   something.	   In	   other	   words,	   despite	   the	   fact	   that	   he	   never	   defines	   what	  something	  that	  is	  “particularly	  practical”	  is,	  it	  is	  rated	  above	  the	  possibly	  beneficial	  outcomes	  of	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more	   institutional	   multilingualism.	   Furthermore,	   “practical”,	   which	   functions	   as	   head	   of	   the	  rankshifted	  subject	  complement,	  has	  a	  reifying	  effect,	  i.e.	  it	  wills	  an	  unspoken	  construction	  into	  being,	  especially	  because	  of	  its	  contrastive	  function	  in	  the	  sentence.	  “Practical”	  has	  connotations	  of	  something	  that	  is	  concerned	  with	  reality	  rather	  than	  theories	  or	  ideas,	  something	  that	  is	  likely	  to	   succeed,	   or	   something	   that	   is	   realistic	   and	   pragmatic.	   To	   put	   is	   differently,	   it	   is	   closely	  associated	  with	  common	  sense.	  	  Finally,	   in	   lines	   721	   and	   722	   AV	   uses	   the	   EU	   citizens	   as	   an	   argument	   in	   favour	   of	   his	  proposals.	  This	   is	  similar	   to	  some	  of	   the	  other	  parliamentarians’	  and	  the	  Commissioner’s	  calls	  upon	  powerful	  institution	  to	  justify	  their	  beliefs.	  After	  all,	  the	  citizens	  are	  the	  ones	  who	  vote	  the	  parliamentarians	  into	  their	  seats.	  	  
5.8.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  AV’s	  discourse	  is	  like	  a	  scale.	  All	  the	  contrastives,	  which	  are	  emphasised	  as	  indisputable	  facts	  by	  state	  transitivity,	  create	  a	  discourse	  where	  only	  opposites	  exist	  and	  there	  is	  no	  middle	  ground.	  Hence,	   the	  possibilities	  he	  presents	  his	   co-­‐parliamentarians	  and	   the	  Commissioner,	   as	  well	   as	  the	   EU	   citizens	   since	   this	   is	   a	   public	   debate,	   with	   are	   black	   and	   white.	   The	   connotations	   of	  “practical”	  and	  the	  use	  of	  a	  contrast	  to	  make	  it	  the	  opposite	  of	  multilingualism,	  only	  leaves	  his	  audience	  with	  one	  possible	  option	   if	   they	  want	   to	  be	  positioned	  as	  sensible	   in	  his	  discourse	  –	  “do	  not	  advocate	  further	  institutional	  multilingualism!”	  The	  main	  arguments	  and	  conclusions	  are	  of	  a	  financial	  nature.	  This	  might	  also	  explain	  why	  essential	  parts	  of	  AV’s	  discourse	  are	  based	  on	  numbers.	  Furthermore,	  numbers	  and	  statistics	  is	  a	  way	  to	  make	  his	  argumentation	  more	  factual.	  When	  AV	  mentions	  a	  relatively	  specific	  number	  of	   languages	   to	   hypothetically	   be	   employed	   in	   the	   Parliament,	   it	   might	   also	   be	   a	   strategy	   to	  sound	  quite	  assured	  of	   the	  actual	  number	  and	  a	  way	  to	   intimidate	  the	  other	  parliamentarians	  and	  Commissioner	  from	  embarking	  on	  a	  course	  of	  action	  that	  would	  lead	  to	  higher	  costs.	  The	  EU	  currently	   works	   in	   twenty-­‐three	   languages	   and	   thirty-­‐five	   to	   forty	   is	   hence	   a	   considerable	  expansion.	   Together	   with	   AV’s	   statistics	   on	   current	   language	   costs	   (ll.	   709,710)	   and	   the	  statement	  that	  “in	  terms	  of	  logistics	  and	  finances	  this	  is	   just	  not	  viable”	  furthered	  institutional	  multilingualism	  is	  constructed	  as	  contrary	  to	  common	  sense	  and	  responsible	  statecraft.	  This	  is	  also	   implied	  with	  the	  reference	  to	  the	  EU	  citizens	  who	  might	  resent	  extra	  budgetary	  expenses	  caused	  by	  multilingualism.	  All	  of	  these	  pieces	  form	  a	  complete	  representation	  of	  multilingualism	  as	   being	   subordinated	   to	   economic	   and	   budgetary	   terms.	   In	   his	   discursive	   construction,	   VA	  himself	  makes	  a	  quite	  marked	  distinction	  between	  languages	  and	  finances	  as	  he	  describes	  the	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former	  as	  a	  unviable	  burden	  to	  the	  latter,	  and	  implies	  that	  the	  latter	  takes	  precedence	  over	  the	  former.	  It	  is	  understood	  that	  languages	  have	  no	  economic	  value	  in	  themselves.	  Furthermore,	  he	  makes	   it	   clear	   that	   this	   is	   the	   only	   reasonable	   way	   to	   perceive	   and	   treat	   the	   relationship	  between	  multilingualism	  and	   finances.	   This	   can	  be	   seen	   from	  e.g	   the	   adverbial	   description	   of	  5.8-­‐A’s	   second	   sentence,	  where	   an	   elevated	  position	   is	   given	   to	   the	   concepts	   of	   “logistics	   and	  finances”.	  They	  are	  constructed	  as	  the	  essential	  scales	  of	  measurement.	  	  By	  using	  this	  discourse	  of	  economics,	  AV	  articulates	  languages	  and	  multilingualism	  in	  a	  quite	  different	   way	   than	   the	   rest	   of	   the	   participants	   of	   the	   debate.	   Whereas	   many	   of	   the	   other	  parliamentarians	   along	   with	   Commissioner	   Orban	   describe	   the	   benefits	   and	   drawbacks	   of	  multilingualism,	  especially	  individual	  multilingualism,	  within	  discourses	  of	  cultures,	  rights	  and	  history,	  AV	   settles	  his	   discourse	   in	   one	   specific	   and	  naturalised	   ideology	   –	   economy.	   In	   other	  words,	  he	  puts	  considerable	  institutional	  distance	  between	  himself	  and	  his	  attitudes	  and	  beliefs	  and	  those	  of	  the	  other	  parliamentarians	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Commissioner.	  He	  is	  especially	  distanced	  from	   the	   other	   Spanish	   parliamentarian,	   Ramon	   Tremosa	   i	   Balcells	   (cf.	   5.10),	   who	   takes	   the	  directly	  opposite	  position.	  However,	  although	  AV	  may	  seem	  alone	  in	  the	  choir	  in	  this	  debate	  it	  is	  nonetheless	   a	   frequently	   voiced	   critique	   that	   the	   EU’s	   institutional	   multilingualism	   is	   too	  expensive.	  	  
5.8.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  As	  observed	   in	   the	   two	  previous	   sections	  AV	  uses	   state	   transitivity	   to	  describe	  what	   is	  viable	  and	  what	   is	  not.	  The	  right	  to	  such	  defining	  power,	  as	  state	  transitivity	   is	  a	  manifestation	  of,	   is	  anchored	   in	   financial	  arguments	  which	  reveals	  an	  overt	   ideology	  about	  economy	  being	  rather	  influential	   and	   surely	   more	   preponderant	   than	   reasons	   for	   further	   if	   not	   simply	   current	  institutional	  multilingualism.	  	  AV’s	   strictly	   economic	   rationale	   is	   at	   variance	   with	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   arguments	   in	  favour	   of	   institutional	   multilingualism	   as	   the	   only	   way	   to	   ensure	   an	   acceptable	   degree	   of	  democracy	  in	  a	  multilateral	  and	  multilingual	  institution.	  Furthermore,	  it	  is	  a	  complete	  contrast	  to	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells’	  wish	  of	  having	  Catalan	  accepted	  as	  an	  official	  EU	  language.	  	  This	  might	  be	  the	  root	  to	  one	  of	  AV’s	  covert	   ideologies.	  The	   linguistic	  history	  of	  Spain	  has	  never	  been	  monolingual,	  yet	  today	  Spanish	  is	  treated	  as	  the	  sole	  national	  language	  even	  though	  there	  are	  large	  language	  groups	  of	  Catalan	  and	  Basque	  speakers.	  Hence,	  one	  might	  suspect	  that	  another	   reason	   for	  AV’s	  highly	   anti-­‐multilingualism	  discourse	   is	   the	  desire	   to	  protect	   Spanish	  against	   some	   rather	   influential	   regional	   languages.	   In	   other	  words,	   the	   economic	   justification	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could	   be	   an	   excuse	   for	   a	   unilingual	   system	   that	   ensures	   certain	   status	   and	   power	   relations	  between	  the	  language	  communities	  of	  Spain.	  Language	  policies	  are	  very	  much	  about	  signalling	  who	  are	  the	  power-­‐holders,	  who	  get	  to	  set	  the	  political	  agenda.	  However,	  there	  are	  often	  quite	  divided	  ideological	  views	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  regional	   languages	  should	  have	  their	  use	  allowed	  (cf.	   the	   North	   Irish	   parliamentarian	   Diane	   Dodds’	   contribution	   section	   5.7).	   Thus,	   it	   is	   more	  acceptable	   for	   AV	   to	   assert	   his	   attitudes	   towards	   an	   economic	   ideology	   rather	   than	   one	   of	  language	  purity,	  because	  economic	   rationales	  have	  a	  quite	  naturalised	  position	  as	   a	  universal	  argument	  for	  or	  against	  proposals.	  Consequently,	  AV	  also	  reproduces	  this	  naturalised	  ideology	  of	   economy	   and	  homo	   economicus.	  When	   he	  mentions	   that	   institutional	  multilingualism	   is	   an	  expensive	   system,	   he	   speaks	   of	   multilingualism	   from	   an	   ideological	   position	   where	   it	   has	  financial	   detrimental	   effects	   and	   not	   positive,	   even	   essential,	   democratic	   and	   communicative	  functions.	  Hence,	  there	  is	  a	  clear	  yet	  unspoken	  prioritising	  in	  his	  discourse	  as	  well	  as	  a	  distinct	  ideology	  reproduction.	  
	  5.9	  Third	  Parliament	  excerpt	  	  This	  seventh	  excerpt	  is	  the	  contribution	  from	  the	  Welsh	  parliamentarian,	  Kay	  Swinburne	  (KS).	  It	  has	   been	   chosen	  because	   it	   is	   a	   parliamentarian’s	   representation	   of	   a	  minority	   language,	   and	  hence	   it	  may	   contribute	  with	   a	  more	   bottom-­‐up-­‐oriented	   perspective	   on	   and	   construction	   of	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  than	  Commissioner	  Orban’s	  discourse	  does.	  	  784	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWI:	   -­‐k	  you	  as	  a	  member	  of	  the	  european	  parliament	  for	  wales	  	  
785	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  sympathy	  for	  the	  many	  minority	  languages	  across	  
786	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   europe	  (0.5)	  	  787	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   particularly	  as	  my	  mother	  tongue	  is	  welsh	  	  788	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  of	  the	  oldest	  european	  languages	  still	  in	  use	  (0.6)	  	  789	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   you	  may	  ⁇agree⁇	  the	  situation	  of	  hungarian	  speakers	  in	  slovakia	  	  790	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  very	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  a	  welsh	  speaker	  in	  wales	  (0.3)	  	  791	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   an	  excess	  of	  half	  a	  million	  individuals	  (0.4)	  	  
792	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  equates	  however	  to	  twenty	  percent	  of	  the	  people	  in	  wales	  	  
793	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  less	  than	  two	  percent	  of	  the	  u_k	  population	  (0.5)	  	  
(lines	  794-­805	  has	  been	  left	  out.	  For	  full	  co-­text,	  please	  consult	  transcript,	  appendix	  I)	  
806	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  should	  aim	  for	  people	  to	  be	  able	  to	  speak	  in	  whatever	  language	  
807	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  feel	  most	  comfortable	  in	  (0.3)	  	  
808	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  without	  causing	  undue	  burden	  or	  cost	  (0.4)	  	  809	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  example	  i	  intend	  to	  finish	  my	  comments	  in	  welsh	  	  810	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   although	  i	  would	  not	  want	  to	  incur	  the	  cost	  (0.3)	  	  811	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  taxpayers'	  simultaneous	  translation	  (0.3)	  	  812	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   i'm	  in	  doubt	  whether	  it	  its	  gen.	  plur.	  payers'	  or	  payers	  as	  813	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWI:	   here	  in	  the	  parliament	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  just	  two	  welsh	  speaking	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814	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   m_e_ps	  (0.3)	  	  815	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   however	  diversity	  should	  be	  celebrated	  (0.4)	  	  	  
5.9.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	  	  
	  	  KS	   uses	   clear	   agency	   in	   this	   utterance,	   which	   is	   represented	   with	   possessive	   relational	  transitivity,	  i.e.	  it	  describes	  a	  stable	  relationship	  between	  the	  carrier,	  KS,	  and	  the	  attribute,	  “a	  lot	  of	  sympathy	  for	  the	  many	  minority	  languages	  across	  Europe”.	  Two	  of	  the	  most	  striking	  features	  of	   the	   sentence	   are	   the	   expression	   “a	   lot	   of	   sympathy	   for”	   and	   the	   describing	   adjective	  “minority”,	  which	  for	  once	  is	  not	  correlated	  with	  “regional”.	  An	  expression	  like	  “sympathy	  for”	  might	   have	   further	   semantic	   associations	   with	   feeling	   pity	   and	   sorrow	   for	   someone	   or	  something	  because	  they	  suffer	  under	  bad	  conditions	  or	  even	  outright	  misfortune.	  Semantically,	  this	  interpretation	  is	  also	  in	  line	  with	  the	  adjective	  “minority”19.	  While	  “minority	  languages”	  may	  seem	   like	   a	   standardised	   and	   objective	   term,	   it	   is	   hardly	   so.	   “Minority”	   is	   a	   complementary	  contrast	   to	   “majority”,	   i.e.	   they	   are	   complete	   opposites	   and,	   moreover,	   there	   cannot	   be	   one	  without	  the	  other.	  In	  other	  words,	  “minority”	  is	  implicitly	  compared	  to	  “majority”.	  Furthermore,	  on	   a	   connotative	   level	   minorities	   are	   often,	   if	   not	   always,	   at	   a	   disadvantage	   compared	   to	  majorities.	  Majorities	  may	   easily	   oppress	  minorities,	   and	   these	   are	   often	   dependent	   on	   other	  majorities	   to	   defend	   them.	   To	   put	   it	   differently,	   minorities	   are	   often	   understood	   as	   small	   in	  numbers	  and	  weak.	  One	  may	  argue	   that	   this	   is	  only	  one	  side	  of	  minorities,	   that	   they	  can	  also	  enjoy	  benefits,	  high	  status	  and	  power	  because	  of	  their	  exclusivity20.	  However,	  such	  groups	  are	  normally	  portrayed	  as	  elites	  and	  not	  minorities.	  The	  former	  has	  the	  power	  to	  act,	  and	  most	  often	  rule	  too,	  while	  the	  latter	  is	  ruled	  –	  for	  better	  or	  worse.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  19	  Even	  though	  ’minority	  language’	  has	  been	  used	  repeatedly	  through	  the	  entire	  debate,	  it	  will	  be	  described,	  analysed	  and	  explained	  in	  this	  section,	  as	  	  the	  term	  has	  a	  protruded	  position	  in	  this	  excerpt.	  This,	  however,	  does	  not	  imply	  that	  the	  basic	  connotations	  for	  ’minority	  languages’	  do	  not	  hold	  true	  in	  the	  other	  examples	  as	  well.	  	  20	  An	  example	  could	  be	  present	  day	  US	  Jews,	  who	  enjoy	  considerable	  status	  from	  and	  influence	  on	  e.g.	  the	  US.	  However,	  historically,	  they	  have	  been	  hated,	  oppressed	  and	  persecuted	  as	  few	  others	  have.	  They	  were	  protected	  by	  powerful	  majorities	  e.g.	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War,	  which	  has	  led	  to	  their	  current	  status	  and	  power.	  
	  72	  
KS	   continues	   to	   speak	   of	   Welsh	   speakers	   in	   terms	   of	   their	   number	   within	   the	   collected	  population	  of	  the	  United	  Kingdom,	  when	  she	  says	  that	  Welsh	  speakers	  are:	  “an	  excess	  of	  half	  a	  million	  individuals”	  (l.	  791)	  and	  then	  continues:	  	  
	  	  Firstly,	   she	   uses	   equating	   to	   show	  how	  many	   speakers	   of	  Welsh	   there	   are	  within	  Wales,	   and	  then	  compares	  it	  with	  a	  contrast,	  initiated	  by	  “but”,	  to	  the	  amount	  of	  speakers	  of	  Welsh	  in	  all	  of	  the	  UK.	  The	  relational	  intensive	  equivalence,	  provided	  by	  the	  complex	  verb	  “equates	  to”,	  is	  used	  for	  describing	   the	  proposition	  between	   “this”,	  which	  has	  anaphoric	   reference	   to	   “an	  excess	  of	  half	  a	  million	  individuals”,	  and	  twenty	  percent	  of	  the	  people	  in	  Wales.	  This	  suggests	  that	  Welsh	  is	  a	  significant	  language,	  but	  then	  she	  introduces	  the	  contrastive	  structure	  which	  functions	  as	  a	  comparison.	  Her	   use	   of	   a	   contrastive	   renders	   the	   initial	   equivalence-­‐structure	   less	   significant	  because	  it	   is	  underlined	  that	  twenty	  percent	  may	  be	  a	   lot,	  but	  two	  is	  not.	  Had	  she	  only	  used	  a	  comparison	  without	  a	  contrastive,	  the	  utterance	  could	  have	  been:	  “Speakers	  of	  Welsh	  amounts	  to	  twenty	  percent	  of	  the	  Welsh	  population	  and	  two	  percent	  of	  the	  entire	  UK	  population.”	  Further	  down	  in	  her	  text,	  KS	  states:	  	  	  
	  	  Several	  things	  can	  be	  observed	  from	  the	  above	  analysis:	  the	  first	  part	  is	  a	  proposition	  realised	  by	  an	  actor,	  “we”,	  a	  process,	  “should	  aim	  for”,	  and	  a	  goal,	  “people	  to	  speak	  in	  whatever	  language	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they	   feel	   most	   comfortable	   in”.	   The	   process	   is	   described	   through	  material	   action	   intentional	  transitivity	  and	  represents	  an	  action,	  with	  an	  embedded	  mental	  reaction	  process	  in	  the	  relative	  subclause	   “they	   feel	  most	   comfortable	   in”	   (my	   emphasis),	   implying	   something	   emotional	   as	  opposed	  to	  the	  intent	  described	  in	  the	  main	  clause	  with	  “aim”.	  “Comfortable”	  is	  premodified	  by	  superlative	   “most”.	   However,	   this	   is	   mediated	   by	   the	   last	   part,	   “but	   without	   causing	   undue	  burden	   or	   cost”.	   This	   is	   an	   adverbial	   formulated	   as	   a	   contrastive.	   In	   this	   co-­‐text	   it	   has	   the	  function	   of	   restricting	   the	  mainclause’s	   proposition	   by	   determining	   that	   people	   speaking	   the	  languages	   they	   are	   comfortable	   in	   should	   not	   incur	   costs	   or	   become	   a	   burden.	   “Cost”	   and	  “burden”	  are	  mitigated	  by	  the	  adjective	  “undue”.	  “Incur	  the	  cost”	  is	  an	  expression	  that	  returns	  a	  little	  longer	  into	  KS’s	  speech	  turn	  when	  she	  states	   in	   connection	   to	   a	   statement	   she	   is	   about	   to	  make	   in	  Welsh	   that:	   “I	  would	  not	  want	   to	  incur	   the	   cost	   to	   taxpayers'	   simultaneous	   translation”.	   Once	   more,	   language	   is	   described	   in	  terms	  of	  being	  a	  cost,	  which	   is	  a	   contrast	   to	   the	   former	  description	  of	  multilingualism,	   in	   this	  context	  represented	  by	  Welsh,	  as	  a	  cultural	  benefit	  (l.	  802).	  It	  is	  also	  interesting	  that	  she	  chooses	  to	   call	   the	   citizens	   the	   parliamentarians	   represent	   “taxpayers”	   and	   not	   “EU	   citizens”	   or	   “the	  population”,	  but	  by	  their	  relatively	  limited	  function	  as	  taxpayers.	  	  
5.9.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  When	  KS	  describes	  minority	   languages	   as	   something	   to	   have	   sympathy	   for	   she	   is	   positioning	  them	  as	  being	  in	  a	  disadvantaged	  situation,	  which	  is	  in	  line	  with	  the	  very	  notion	  of	  “minority”.	  By	  positioning	  them	  so,	  she	  plays	  into	  the	  same	  protection-­‐discourse	  as	  the	  Commissioner	  was	  seen	   to	   promote.	   Yet,	   in	   combination	   with	   later	   utterances	   where	  Welsh	   is	   emphasised	   as	   a	  minority	   language	   with	   regard	   to	   the	   entirety	   of	   the	   United	   Kingdom,	   and	   where	   minority	  languages	  are	  indirectly	  portrayed	  as	  burdens	  and	  costs,	  she	  signals	  that	  minority	  languages	  are	  superfluous	   in	   supranational	   institutions	   such	   as	   the	   EU	   as	   too	   few	  people	   speak	   them,	   even	  though	  she	  initially	  positions	  herself	  as	  a	  minority	  speaker	  by	  relating	  that	  her	  mother	  tongue	  is	  Welsh	  (l.787).	  Now,	  in	  an	  EU	  Parliament	  such	  an	  interpretation	  is	  bound	  to	  be	  received	  in	  quite	  different	   ways.	   Some,	   e.g.	   Vidal-­‐Quadras,	   will	   probably	   rejoice	   due	   to	   the	   power	   given	   to	  financial	   considerations	   and	   consequential	   delimitation	   of	   EU	   languages,	   while	   others,	   who	  advocate	  more	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  with	  official	  status	  in	  the	  EU	  will	  probably	  feel	  strongly	   opposed	   to	   parts	   of	   KS’s	   discourse.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   she	   expresses	   sympathy	  with	  minority	  languages	  and	  emphasises	  her	  own	  status	  as	  a	  minority	  language	  speaker.	  This	  might	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be	  interpreted	  as	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  her	  later	  utterances	  and	  their	  negative	  impact	  on	  parts	  of	  her	  audience.	  Furthermore,	  when	  KS	  discusses	   the	   justification	  of	  Welsh	   in	   terms	  of	  population	  size,	  she	  uses	   a	  discourse	  based	  on	   representativeness	   and	  numbers,	  which	   could	  be	   summarised	  as	   a	  right-­‐of-­‐the-­‐majority	   discourse,	   though	   in	   the	   following	   it	   will	   simply	   be	   referred	   to	   as	   a	  discourse	  of	  numbers.	  The	  rationale	  of	  this	  discourse,	  together	  with	  an	  economic	  raison	  d’être,	  is	  also	  repeated	  when	  she	  says	  that	  she	  will	  not	  incur	  any	  costs	  for	  the	  “taxpayers”	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  two	  Welsh-­‐speaking	  parliamentarians.	  This	  shows	  reluctance	  to	  promote	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  because	  costs	  are	  seen	  as	  “getting	  in	  the	  way”.	  The	   comparative	   and	   contrastive	   structures	   analysed	   in	   5.9-­‐B	   also	   support	   the	  interpretation	  of	  Welsh	  not	  being	  particularly	  important;	  on	  a	  rather	  local	  level	  some	  people	  do	  speak	   it,	   but	   at	   a	  macro	   level	   rather	   few	   people	   speak	   it	   and	   hence	   it	   is	   not	   relevant	   for	   the	  greater,	  collective	  society.	  Even	  though	  KS’s	  point	  is	  that	  minority	  languages	  may	  contribute	  to	  society	   and	   culture,	   her	   discourse	   of	   numbers	   is	   still	   unfortunate	   for	   the	   empowerment	   of	  minority	  languages,	  because	  they	  get	  locked	  in	  the	  position	  of	  being	  “the	  small	  ones”,	  the	  ones	  that	  are	  not	  essential	  to	  society,	  and	  those	  who	  are	  at	  the	  mercy	  of	  others	  to	  protect	  them.	  KS	   sums	  up	  her	   opinion	  on	   a	  multilingualism	   strategy	  by	   saying	   that	   “diversity	   should	  be	  celebrated”	  (l.	  815),	  and	  everybody	  should	  speak	  in	  the	  language	  they	  feel	  must	  comfortable	  in,	  which	  sounds	   like	  a	  plea	   for	   full	  multilingualism,	   i.e.	   the	  right	   for	  all	   to	  speak	   in	  a	   language	  of	  their	  choice,	  but	  without	  causing	  undue	  burden	  or	  cost.	  Once	  again	  it	  is	  a	  balancing	  strategy	  as	  she	  targets	  two	  contrastive	  discourses	  in	  the	  EU	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  debate	  –	  the	  one	  about	  respecting	  diversity	  and	  the	  right	   to	  speak	   in	  a	   language	  of	  one’s	  choosing,	  and	  the	  one	  about	   financial	   responsibility	   and	   a	   minimum	   number	   of	   official	   languages.	   However,	   the	  utterance	  is	  nothing	  but	  a	  strategic	  statement	  that	  will	  make	  her	  appear	  as	  the	  voice	  of	  reason,	  identifying	  with	   a	  Welsh	  minority-­‐speaker	   group,	   but	   at	   the	   same	   time	   arguing	   against	   using	  more	   money	   on	   languages.	   Full	   multilingualism	   does	   cost	   money21	   whether	   it	   is	   at	   an	  institutional	  level	  as	  in	  the	  EU	  or	  within	  societies	  such	  as	  the	  UK.	  Furthermore,	  she	  intertwines	  multilingualism	   with	   a	   feeling	   of	   comfort.	   This	   conveys	   a	   message	   about	   multilingualism	  creating	   security	   and	   nearness,	   but	   failing	   to	   matter	   in	   the	   long	   run	   not	   really	   anything	  important,	   and	   hence	   languages	   are	   also	   left	   as	   something	   basically	   unessential	   or	   at	   least	  expendable.	   	   Rather	   than	   a	   discourse	   of	   functionality,	   it	   becomes	   a	   discourse	   of	   “linguistic	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21	  Still,	  full	  multilingualism	  is	  not	  as	  expensive	  as	  it	  is	  often	  protrayed	  by	  its	  critics.	  For	  a	  discussion	  of	  	  EU	  multilingualism	  and	  its	  costs,	  see	  Gazzola	  (2006).	  	  
	  75	  
wellness”,	  which	   is	   often	   viewed	   as	   a	   side	  dish	   to	   other	  more	   serious	   concerns	   like	   business,	  competitiveness,	  free	  mobility,	  and	  so	  forth.	  Furthermore,	  by	  restricting	  language	  according	  to	  economic	  measures,	  KS	  sends	  a	  very	  clear	  message	  in	  her	  discourse,	  namely	  that	  finances	  take	  precedence	   over	   languages,	   which	   is	   in	   line	   with	   some	   of	   Vidal-­‐Quadras’	   viewpoints.	   Her	  economic	   raison	   d’être	  can	   also	  be	   seen	  when	   she	  names	  EU	   citizens	   “taxpayers”	   as	   a	  way	   to	  legitimise	   her	   standpoint	   regarding	   multilingualism	   and	   minority	   languages.	   Ultimately,	   her	  description	   of	   languages	   as	   potential	   burdens	   seem	   to	   show	   a	   specific	   attitude	   towards	  languages	  as	  curious	  keepsakes	  and	  something	  that	  may	  let	  people	  feel	  relaxed	  and	  cosy,	  but	  not	  something	  functional	  and	  valuable	  to	  institutions	  or	  societies.	  	  
5.9.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  From	  the	  interpretation	  one	  may	  conclude	  that	  KS’s	  contribution	  contains	  three	  major	  points:	  1)	  A	  discursive	  division	  between	  diversity	  and	  economy,	  2)	  a	  minority	  versus	  majority	  aspect,	  and	  3)	  a	  discourse	  of	  numbers.	  In	  the	  following	  it	  will	  be	  discussed	  to	  what	  extent	  these	  discourses	  are	  reproductive	  or	  creative	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  ideologies	  and	  beliefs	  they	  dwell	  on.	  	  The	   first	   point	   to	   make	   is	   to	   highlight	   KS’s	   overall	   balancing	   act	   between	   dominant	  ideologies	  of	  diversity	  and	  economy.	  	  Economy	  and	  diversity	  are	  often	  portrayed	  as	  being	  at	  the	  root	  of	  everything	  in	  the	  EU.	  Yet,	  they	  are	  often	  also	  depictured	  as	  opposites	  in	  the	  same	  fashion	  as	  KS	  portrays	   them	  through	  grammatical	  constructions,	   such	  as	  she	  does	  with	   the	   “x,	  but	  y”-­‐structures,	   which	   may	   be	   observed	   in	   5.9-­‐B	   and	   5.9-­‐C.	   But	   at	   the	   same	   time	   as	   she	   is	  reproducing	   a	   discourse	   on	   language	   and	   diversity	   versus	   economy,	   KS	   also	   reproduces	   the	  language-­‐as-­‐diversity	   construction.	  What	   is	   really	   interesting	   is	   that	   both	   of	   these	   discursive	  constructions,	   the	   “diversity/economy”-­‐divide	   and	   the	   “language	   as	   diversity”-­‐feature,	   are	  presupposed.	  There	  is	  no	  arguing	  why	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  should	  belong	  to	  an	  order	  of	   diversity	   rather	   than	   one	   of	   economics,	   just	   as	   there	   is	   no	   explanation	   for	   the	   constructed	  division	  between	   these	   two	  orders.	  This	   indicates	   that	  both	  discursive	  models	  and	  beliefs	  are	  highly	   naturalised	   in	   an	   EU	   context.	   KS,	   as	   well	   as	   her	   fellow	   parliamentarians	   and	  Commissioner	  Orban	  who	  all	  operate	  with	  the	  language-­‐as-­‐diversity	  construction,	  are	  immersed	  in	  these	  institutional	  discourses,	  practices	  and	  beliefs	  and	  hence	  they	  reproduce	  some	  of	  them	  as	   in	   this	   example.	   But	   this	   naturalisation	   also	   entails	   that	   language	   and	   multilingualism	  automatically	   are	   opted	  out	   of	  many	  orders,	   since	   they	   are	   constructed	   and	   enacted	  within	   a	  rather	  specific	  context,	  namely	  culture.	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Ultimately,	  KS’s	  discourse	  clearly	  portrays	  multilingualism	  and	  the	  expanded	  use	  of	  minority	  languages	  as	  financially	  unviable,	  albeit	  beneficial	  to	  diversity,	  and	  though	  she	  does	  balance	  the	  two	  discourses	  to	  some	  extent,	  she	  never	  changes	  or	  recreates	  them.	  In	  addition,	  it	  is	  interesting	  to	  observe	  how	  EU	  citizens	  are	  used	  for	  justifying	  the	  discourse	  of	  economics,	  especially	  through	  being	   positioned	   as	   “taxpayers”	   rather	   than	   citizens	   (ll.	   810-­‐813).	   It	   seems	   that	   some	   of	   the	  parliamentarians,	  like	  KS	  in	  this	  excerpt	  and	  Vidal-­‐Quadras	  (cf.	  5.8),	  bring	  the	  citizens	  who	  will	  be	   affected	   by	   the	  multilingualism	   policy	   into	   play	   when	   they	   have	   to	   justify	   restrictions	   on	  multilingualism,	   but	   these	   very	   same	   citizens	   are	   never	   mentioned	   as	   an	   argument	   pro	  multilingualism.	  In	  reality,	  however,	  multilingualism	  must	  be	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  many	  EU	  citizens,	  as	  can	  also	  be	  seen	  from	  the	  Basque	  and	  Catalan	  parliamentarians'	  contributions.	  The	   second	   point	   is	   the	   minority-­‐discourse,	   which	   is	   by	   no	   means	   exclusive	   to	   KS’s	  contribution.	   Once	   again	   it	   is	   a	   discursive	   contrast,	   but	   this	   one	   is	   implicit,	   as	   she	   never	  mentions	  majorities.	  However,	  semantically,	  “minority”	  functions	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  “majority”	  with	   all	   sorts	   of	   different	   connotations,	   as	   described	   in	   the	   previous	   sections.	   In	   short,	   the	  minority-­‐discourse	   reproduces	   a	   belief	   about	   minority	   languages	   as	   impoverished	   and	  defenceless.	   They	   are	   victims,	   which	   is	   in	   concord	   with	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   metaphor	   of	  languages	  being	  taken	  hostage	  (cf.	  5.6).	  One	  could	  call	   this	  a	  minority-­‐victim	  relation.	   In	  other	  words,	   this	   has	  much	   to	   do	  with	   the	   positioning	   of	   others	   and	  what	   roles	   specific	   groups	   of	  people	   are	   being	   fitted	   into,	   in	   this	   case	   at	   an	   institutional	   and	   a	   supranational	   level.	  Furthermore,	   KS’s	   discourse	   of	   numbers,	   which	   is	   used	   for	   arguing	   that	   some	   languages	   are	  simply	  too	  small	  for	  supranational	  institutions,	  is	  actually	  a	  good	  example	  of	  how	  minorities	  are	  suppressed	  by	  majorities.	  There	  is	  no	  real	  need	  for	  the	  small	  languages,	  since	  everyone	  may	  just	  speak	  the	  big	  languages	  and	  then	  the	  small	  ones	  can	  be	  left	  on	  the	  historical	  mantelpiece.	  	  The	   third	   and	   final	   point	   is	   KS’s	   discourse	   of	   numbers.	   This	   discourse	   does	   seem	   rather	  peculiar	   in	   an	   EU	   institution	   –	   particularly	   in	   the	   EU	   Parliament	   where	   the	   extent	   of	   full	  multilingualism	   is	   greatest,	   compared	   to	   the	  EU	  Commission	  or	  EU	  Council.	  One	   should	   think	  that	  her	  portrayal	  of	  minority	  languages	  as	  inconsequential	  to	  larger	  societies	  and	  institutions	  would	  receive	  a	  mixed	  welcome	  –	  the	  EU	  contains	  twenty-­‐seven	  countries,	  not	  just	  four	  as	  in	  the	  UK,	   and	   all	   have	   their	   own	   languages	   represented,	   no	  matter	   how	  many	   or	   few	   speakers,	   in	  other	  words,	  the	  numbers-­‐discourse	  seems	  a	  little	  inappropriate	  in	  this	  forum.	  But	  KS	  is	  one	  of	  the	   few	  speakers	  who	  are	  applauded,	   i.e.	  some	  do	  agree	  with	  her	  viewpoints.	  This	  shows	  that	  the	   multilingualism	   policy	   is	   not	   a	   naturalised	   ideology	   amongst	   the	   EU	   parliamentarians;	   a	  significant	  contrast	  to	  the	  EU	  Commission’s	  statement	  as	  presented	  by	  Commissioner	  Orban.	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5.10	  Fourth	  Parliament	  excerpt	  	  The	  following	  is	  the	  contribution	  of	  Spanish	  parliamentarian	  Ramon	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells	  (RT)	  in	  its	   entirety.	   This	   specific	   excerpt	   has	   been	   chosen	   because	   it	   represents	   the	   viewpoints	   and	  constructions	   of	   a	   representative	   of	   a	   regional	   language,	   and	   is	   one	   of	   the	   closest	   links	   to	   a	  bottom-­‐up	  presentation	  in	  the	  Parliament.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  RT	  speaks	  in	  English	  and	  not	  in	  Spanish.	  	  865	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   mister	  commissionaire	  (0.5)	  	  866	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'd	  like	  to	  express	  my	  deep	  concern	  (0.5)	  over	  the	  attitude	  of	  the	  867	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   spanish	  government	  (0.4)	  	  868	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  doesn't	  allow	  (.)	  the	  catalan	  language	  to	  be	  used	  (0.3)	  in	  869	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  parliament	  	  870	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.0)	  	  
871	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   the	  catalan	  language	  was	  banned	  and	  persecuted	  during	  the	  franco	  
872	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   dictatorship	  (0.7)	  	  
873	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  now	  the	  spanish	  democracy	  (.)	  demonstrates	  its	  low	  (.)	  quality	  
874	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  
875	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  permitting	  its	  official	  use	  in	  this	  parliament	  	  
876	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  
877	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   all	  languages	  are	  equal	  (0.3)	  	  
878	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  same	  way	  (0.2)	  that	  all	  human	  (.)	  being	  (0.3)	  are	  equal	  	  
879	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  
880	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   europe	  (.)	  is	  an	  exquisite	  model	  of	  good	  practice	  	  881	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  gives	  the	  possibility	  to	  smaller	  official	  languages	  	  882	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  be	  treated	  (0.4)	  on	  an	  equal	  footing	  	  883	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  884	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   there	  are	  ten	  million	  people	  that	  speak	  catalan	  	  885	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  language	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  be	  spoken	  in	  this	  house	  (0.7)	  	  886	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  catalan	  (0.3)	  would	  be	  recognised	  and	  authorised	  (.)	  to	  be	  spoken	  887	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  european	  parliament	  (0.4)	  	  888	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  would	  help	  (0.3)	  decisively	  to	  improve	  the	  situation	  of	  the	  889	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   catalan	  language	  in	  spain	  (0.6)	  	  890	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   reinforcing	  our	  claim	  to	  break	  the	  centuries	  old	  (0.4)	  unilingualism	  891	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  the	  spanish	  parliament	  (0.8)	  	  892	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   as	  a	  catalan	  member	  of	  the	  european	  parliament	  (.)	  	  893	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  now	  knows	  that	  represents	  a	  clear	  and	  ⁇major⁇	  demand	  of	  894	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   catalan	  people	  	  895	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  ask	  for	  the	  special	  attention	  of	  the	  european	  commission	  (0.4)	  	  896	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  normalise	  the	  catalan	  language	  in	  this	  house	  (0.4)	  	  897	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  	  
5.10.1	  Level	  1:	  Description	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This	  excerpt	  is	  minutely	  orchestrated	  in	  three	  acts	  with	  an	  intermezzo	  between	  act	  one	  and	  two.	  The	  first	  act	  is	  a	  critique;	  the	  intermezzo	  an	  ode	  to	  equality;	  act	  two	  gives	  praise,	  and	  three	  is	  a	  plea.	  The	  following	  is	  an	  analysis	  of	  part	  of	  RT’s	  critique	  of	  the	  Spanish	  government:	  	  
	  	  Apart	   from	   being	   a	   contribution	   to	   a	   critique,	   the	   above	   analysis	   also	   shows	   a	   lot	   about	   the	  construction	   and	   representations	   of	   Catalan	   and	   Spain	   and	   their	   internal	   relationship	   as	  presented	  by	  RT.	  In	  the	  first	  part	  of	  the	  sentence	  one	  can	  observe	  a	  transformation	  as	  the	  first	  verb	   is	   in	   the	  passive	   voice	   and	   the	   grammatical	   subject	   is	   the	   semantic	   goal,	   i.e.	   the	   actor	   is	  either	   missing	   or	   to	   be	   found	   somewhere	   else	   in	   the	   sentence.	   While	   RT	   does	   not	   use	   an	  adverbial	   structure	   to	   reveal	   agency,	   he	   does	   use	   an	   adverbial	   of	   time,	   “during	   the	   Franco	  dictatorship”,	   which	   allows	   him	   to	   not	   only	   use	   the	   premodifier	   “Franco”,	   but	   also	   the	   head	  “dictatorship”.	   In	  other	  words,	   the	  suppressive	  features	  and	  connotations	  of	  “dictatorship”	  are	  plainly	   stated	   in	   contrast	   to	   e.g.	   “Franco	   banned	   and	   persecuted	   the	   Catalan	   language”.	  Furthermore,	   by	   using	   the	   time	   adverbial,	   “during	   the	   Franco	   dictatorship”,	   RT	   activates	   the	  end-­‐weight	   principle	   as	   he	   puts	   the	   most	   important	   information	   at	   the	   end	   of	   the	   sentence.	  Moreover,	  when	  “Franco	  dictatorship”	  is	  situated	  at	  the	  end	  of	  one	  sentence	  it	  latches	  onto	  the	  following	  sentence’s	   initial	  position,	  “the	  Spanish	  democracy”.	  This	  creates	  a	  connection	  and	  a	  covert	   comparison	   between	   “Franco	   dictatorship”	   and	   “Spanish	   democracy”	   which	   are	   also	  linked,	  and	  compared,	  by	  conjunctive	  “and”	  as	  well	  as	  adverbial	  “now”.	  	  Apart	   from	  being	  associated	  with	  dictatorship,	   the	  Spanish	  democracy	   is	  also	  described	   in	  terms	   of	   “low	   quality”.	   By	   using	   MAI	   transitivity,	   RT	   stresses	   how	   the	   Spanish	   government	  actively	   indulges	   in	   this	   feature	   of	   “low	   quality”.	   But	   “its	   low	   quality”	   describes	   a	   possessive	  relation	   since	   the	   determiner	   is	   realised	   by	   a	   possessive	   pronoun,	   “its”,	   followed	   by	   the	  premodifier	  and	  head	  of	  the	  phrase.	  In	  other	  words,	  there	  is	  a	  description	  of	  a	  state,	  a	  definition	  of	  what	  the	  Spanish	  democracy	  is,	  within	  the	  overall	  action	  structure.	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It	   is	   also	   noteworthy	   how	  RT	   speaks	   of	   “Catalan	   language”	   and	   not	   just	   “Catalan”,	   i.e.	   his	  description	   is	   rather	   specific.	   This	   structure	   allows	   him	   to	   define	   what	   Catalan	   is	   instead	   of	  ending	  up	  with	  a	  generic	  reference,	  such	  as	  minority	  or	  regional	  language.	  I.e.	  by	  using	  “Catalan”	  as	  a	  premodifier,	  he	  avoids	  Catalan	  being	  put	  in	  the	  regional	  or	  minority	  language-­‐box	  with	  all	  its	  implications	  of	  generic	  reference	  as	  demonstrated	  in	  5.9.	  The	   next	   part	   to	   be	   analysed	   has	   been	   chosen	   because	   it	   indicates	   a	   shift	   away	   from	   the	  critique	  of	  Spain	  in	  RT’s	  contribution.	  	  
	  	  As	   can	   be	   seen,	   this	   sentence	   describes	   different	   propositions	   at	   different	   levels	   of	   the	  sentence’s	   grammatical	   structure.	   First	   of	   all,	   a	   proposition	   between	   subject	   and	   subject	  complement	   can	   be	   observed.	   The	   proposition	   is	   established	   by	   the	   copula	   verb	   “are”,	  which	  implies	   IR	   transitivity,	   i.e.	   it	   describes	   a	   state,	   as	   can	  also	  be	   seen	   from	   the	   semantic	   analysis	  which	  indicates	  a	  carrier	  and	  its	  attributes.	  To	  sum	  up,	  the	  first	  proposition	  describes	  the	  state	  of	  complete	  equality	  between	  languages.	  However,	  embedded	  in	  the	  subject	  complement,	  “equal	  the	   same	   way	   that	   all	   human	   beings	   are	   equal”,	   are	   yet	   two	   other	   propositions,	   realised	  respectively	   by	   an	   adverbial	   of	  manner	   and	   an	   intensive	   relational	   state.	   	   To	   begin	  with	   the	  latter	   it	   is	   grammatically	   and	   semantically	   similar	   to	   the	   one	   just	   described,	   but	   it	   describes	  human	  beings	  rather	  than	  languages.	  Because	  of	  the	  identical	  grammatical	  structure	  this	  may	  be	  viewed	   as	   a	   comparison	   realised	   by	   parallel	   structures	   (cf.	   3.2.2).	   The	   other	   proposition	   is	  established	  by	   the	   adverbial	   “the	   same	  way”	  which	   connects	   equality	   between	   languages	   and	  equality	   between	   human	   beings.	   In	   short,	   it	   stresses	   the	   comparison	   also	   provided	   by	   the	  parallel	   structures.	   Since	   the	   propositions	   are	   constructed	   as	   states	  with	   IR	   transitivity,	   they	  gain	  a	  universalistic	  character	  in	  RT’s	  text.	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  The	   above	   analysis	   is	   an	   example	   of	   the	   description	   and	   praise	   of	   EU	   (here	   constructed	   as	  “Europe”)	  and	   is	  as	  such	  a	  pragmatic	  contrast	   to	  Spain.	  Once	  again,	   IR	   transitivity	  describes	  a	  state	  between	  carrier	  and	  attribute,	  i.e.	  a	  stable	  relationship.	  The	  attribute	  is	  rather	  complex	  as	  it	  is	  realised	  by	  a	  noun	  phrase	  with	  a	  premodifier,	  head	  and	  postmodifier.	  The	  head,	  “model”,	  is	  described	  quite	  positively	  by	  the	  premodifier,	  “exquisite”,	  and	  specified	  by	  the	  postmodifier,	  “of	  good	  practice”.	  In	  short,	  this	  is	  a	  description	  of	  a	  standard	  or	  even	  ideal	  to	  be	  followed	  by	  others;	  in	  this	  specific	  co-­‐text,	  the	  Spanish	  government.	  
5.10.2	  Level	  2:	  Interpretation	  	  Generally,	   agency	   is	   stated	   clearly	   in	   this	   text.	   Moreover,	   there	   are	   relatively	   few	  nominalisations	  and	  transformations,	  which	  indicates	  a	  rather	  direct	  discourse	  and	  clear	  subject	  positioning	  due	  to	  the	  transparent	  agency.	  First	  of	  all,	  RT,	  who	  is	  officially	  a	  parliamentarian	  of	  Spain22,	   positions	   himself	   as	   a	   Catalan	  member	   in	   line	   892,	   and	   he	   also	   chooses	   to	  make	   his	  contribution	  in	  English.	  In	  short,	  his	  choice	  of	  language	  dissociates	  him	  from	  Spain	  as	  much	  as	  his	  message	  does.	  Furthermore,	  he	  constructs	  representations	  of	   the	  Spanish	  government	  and	  the	   European	   Union,	   which	   he	   assigns	   different	   features	   through	   description	   as	   analysed	   in	  5.10.1.	  They	  are	  positioned	  and	  constructed	  as	  opposites	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  if	  one	  compares	   	  “the	  Franco	  dictatorship”	  and	  “the	  Spanish	  democracy’s	  low	  quality”	  with	  “an	  exquisite	  model	  of	  good	  practice”	   (my	   emphasis).	   After	   having	   constructed	   these	   two	   diametrical	   opposites,	   he	  addresses	  the	  European	  Commission,	  i.e.	  Commissioner	  Orban,	  with	  his	  request	  “to	  normalise”23	  Catalan	  in	  the	  Parliament.	  To	  emphasise	  his	  dissociation	  with	  and	  critique	  of	  Spain	  still	  further,	  RT	   presents	   himself	   explicitly	   as	   a	   Catalonian	   representative.	   Moreover,	   he	   addresses	   his	  audience	   in	   English	   rather	   than	   Spanish.	   Since	   language	   is	   one	   of	   the	  most	   evident	   cues	   to	   a	  person’s	   national	   identity,	   speaking	   English	   is	   a	   strong	   signal	   about	   him	   not	   wanting	   to	   be	  considered	  Spanish.	  This	  dissociation	  with	  Spain,	  even	  though	  he	  is	  an	  official	  representative	  of	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  22	  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/members/expert/alphaOrder/view.do?language=EN&id=97203	  (07-­‐09-­‐11)	  23	  This	  verb	  choice	  is	  in	  itself	  interesting,	  as	  it	  reveals	  the	  text	  producer’s	  attitude	  towards	  the	  current	  situation,	  where	  Catalan	  is	  not	  recognised	  as	  an	  official	  EU	  language,	  that	  it	  is	  not	  normal	  or	  as	  it	  should	  be.	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Spain,	   can	   also	   be	   observed	   in	   his	   use	   of	   “our”	   which	   has	   explicit	   reference	   to	   speakers	   of	  Catalan.	  	  RT’s	   construction	  of	   Spain	   versus	  EU	  has,	   however,	   not	  merely	   implications	   for	   these	   two	  institutions,	   but	   also	   for	   the	   Catalan	   language	   and	   those	   who	   speak	   it.	   By	   portraying	   the	  European	  Union	   as	   protectors	   and	   Spain	   as	   suppressors,	  RT	  positions	  Catalan	   in	   a	   discursive	  construction	   of	   regional	   and	   minority	   languages	   in	   need	   of	   protection.	   Moreover,	   he	   also	  describes	   Catalan	   as	   a	   victim	   by	   referring	   to	   how	   it	   was	   banned	   and	   persecuted.	   Due	   to	   his	  description	  of	   oppressive	   Spain	   and	  heroic	  Europe,	   he	  defaults	   to	   the	  minority	  discourse	   and	  stereotype:	  Catalan	  is	  a	  persecuted	  language	  in	  need	  of	  protection	  from	  one	  institution	  against	  another.	  What	   is	   rather	   unconventional	   is	   that	   he,	   by	   asking	   the	   Commissioner	   to	   normalise	  Catalan	  in	  the	  Parliament	  despite	  Spain’s	  standpoint,	  implicitly	  asks	  him	  ignore	  the	  Principle	  of	  
Subsidiarity	  as	  well	  and	  allow	  Catalan	  as	  an	  official	  language.	  Here,	  one	  is	  made	  aware	  of	  one	  of	  the	  core	  problems	  of	  the	  EU	  and	  the	  way	  it	  is	  imagined	  and	  constructed:	  One	  can	  speak	  of	  two	  processes,	  a	  top-­‐down	  process	  coming	  from	  the	  EU	  Commission,	  and	  a	  bottom-­‐up	  process	  from	  the	  member	  states,	  or	  EU	  Parliament.	  However,	  there	  are	  several	  similar	  processes	  beneath	  this	  supranational	  level	  as	  well.	  RT	  is	  attempting	  to	  circumvent	  the	  part	  of	  the	  process,	  which	  would	  normally	   belong	   at,	   and	   so	   far	   also	   end	   at,	   a	   national	   level	   by	   addressing	   the	   Commissioner	  directly.	   I.e.	   he	   is	   exerting	   pressure	   on	   the	   Spanish	   government’s	   top-­‐down	   decision	   by	  appealing	  to	  the	  EU	  Commission	  which	  can	  exert	  higher	  level	  top-­‐down	  decisions	  on	  Spain.	  This	  also	   makes	   it	   clear	   that	   the	   Principle	   of	   Subsidiarity	   is	   not	   beneficial,	   nor	   purposeful	   to	   all	  citizens	  in	  a	  member	  state.	  Quite	  the	  contrary,	  it	  may	  put	  them	  in	  a	  position	  where	  they	  de	  jure	  are	  removed	  from	  influence.	  Though	  it	  was	  not	  part	  of	  the	  description	  in	  5.10.1,	  it	  should	  still	  be	  noted	  here	  that	  RT	  also	  brings	  a	  discourse	  of	  numbers	  into	  play	  as	  did	  Swinburne	  and	  Vidal-­‐Quadras.	  Contrary	  to	  these,	  however,	  he	  uses	  it	  as	  a	  defence	  for	  and	  justification	  of	  a	  regional	  language.	  Likewise,	  he	  uses	  a	  discourse	  of	  equality	  similar	  to	  Commissioner	  Orban’s.	  Yet,	  RT	  actually	  employs	  this	  discourse	  as	  justification	  for	  his	  viewpoints	  as	  well	  as	  proposals,	  i.e.	  it	  has	  a	  more	  practical	  function	  than	  the	  Commissioner’s	  more	  abstract	  and	  general	  statements.	  RT’s	  statement	  about	  all	   languages	  being	  equal	  also	  implies	  that	  they	  should	  be	  treated	  equally,	  especially	  when	  one	  considers	  his	  ensuing	   praise	   of	   how	   EU	   treats	   all	   of	   its	   official	   languages	   in	   the	   same	   way	   (ll.	   880-­‐882).	  Overall,	   by	   invoking	   a	   discourse	   of	   equality	   he	   signals	   a	   connection	   to	   the	   Commissioner’s	  discourse	  and	  a	  distance	  to	  the	  claims	  of	  economic	  legitimacy,	  which	  are	  used	  against	  regional	  
	  82	  
and	   minority	   languages	   in	   this	   debate,	   among	   others	   by	   one	   of	   the	   other	   Spanish	  parliamentarians,	  Vidal-­‐Quadras.	  	  
5.10.3	  Level	  3:	  Explanation	  	  The	  discourse	  of	  equality	  is	  one	  of	  RT’s	  most	  clearly	  stated	  ideologies,	  and	  its	  argument,	  that	  all	  languages	   should	   be	   treated	   as	   equal,	   is	   in	   opposition	   to	   Swinburne	   and	   Vidal-­‐Quadras’s	  economic	  grounded	  ideologies	  and	  their	  argument	  against	  expanded	  multilingualism.	  While	  the	  two	  latter,	  especially	  Swinburne,	  may	  purport	  to	  recognise	  equality,	  diversity	  and	  human	  rights	  they	  subordinate	  such	  considerations	  financial	  circumstances.	  Contrary	  to	  this	  kind	  of	  discourse	  and	  practice,	  RT	  puts	  equality	  above	  any	  other	  ideology,	  i.e.	  the	  institutional	  distance	  between	  him	   and	   Swinburne	   and	   Vidal-­‐Quadras	   becomes	  wider.	  While	   RT	   and	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	  discourses	   are	   rather	   similar	   at	   the	   ideational	   level,	   the	   latter	   seem	   to	   have	   all	   the	   abstract	  visions,	   but	   lack	   the	   tangible	   strategies	   for	   regional	   as	   well	   as	   minority	   languages	   in	   the	  multilingualism	  policy	  (or	  is	  forced	  to	  be	  quite	  vague	  about	  them).	  RT,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  uses	  the	  Commissioner’s,	  and	  in	  turn	  the	  EU	  Commission’s,	  own	  discourses	  of	  equality	  and	  rights	  to	  propose	   a	   real	   change	   in	   the	   institutional	   practice	   of	   the	   EU.	   Allowing	   Catalan	   in	   the	   EU	  Parliament,	  contrary	  to	  the	  wishes	  of	  Spain,	  would	  cause	  clamour	  and	  upheaval,	  as	  such	  an	  act	  would	  be	  interpreted,	  not	  as	  a	  sanction	  of	  an	  extra	  language	  in	  the	  Parliament,	  but	  as	  a	  violation	  of	  a	  member	  state’s	  sovereignty.	  Hence,	  RT’s	  plea	  to	  the	  EU	  Commission	  to	  instate	  Catalan	  as	  an	  official	  language	  is	  a	  rather	  bold	  attempt	  since	  it	  is	  directly	  against	  EU	  practice	  and	  ideology.	  	  RT	  defines	  multilingualism	   in	  contrast	   to	  basic	  conventions	  and	  also	   the	   interests	  of	  many	  other	  parliamentarians.	   It	   is	  also	   interesting	  how	  he	   is	  using	  the	  discourse	  of	  numbers	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  justifying	  the	  right	  of	  Catalan	  to	  be	  spoken	  in	  the	  Parliament.	  In	  other	  words,	  he	  uses	  it	   for	   a	   completely	  opposite	   aim	  of	   e.g.	   Swinburne.	  These	   are	   examples	  of	   how	  RT	   is	   creative	  within	   the	   restraints	   of	   institutional	   practice	   and	  discourse;	   he	  dares	   to	   challenge	   a	   founding	  and	  naturalised	  ideology	  of	  the	  EU	  cooperation,	  viz.	  state	  sovereignty.	  He	  might	  be	  well	  aware	  that	  Catalan	  will	  not	  be	  given	  status	  as	  an	  official	  language	  without	  the	  permission	  of	  Spain,	  but	  through	   his	   discourse	   he	   has	   still	   drawn	   attention	   to	   a	   crucial	   question	   in	   a	   multilateral	  institution:	  Who	  benefits	  from	  the	  laws	  and	  principles?	  The	  power-­‐holders	  behind	  the	  member	  states	   or	   the	   citizens	   they	   ought	   to	   represent,	   including	   those	   who	   speak	   another	   language,	  come	   from	   another	   country,	   have	   a	   different	   colour,	   etc.?	   Since	   RT’s	   discourse	   clashes	  profoundly	  with	   that	   of	   the	   other	   Spanish	   parliamentarian,	   Vidal-­‐Quadras,	   it	   presents	   a	   good	  example	  of	  different	  social	  attitudes	  and	  ideologies	  as	  described	  by	  Van	  Dijk.	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  RT	   depicts	   the	   nation	   state	   in	   another	   light	   than	   many	   of	   the	   other	   parliamentarians.	  Moreover,	   he	   challenges	   the	   general	   attitudes	   about	   the	   EU	   being	   a	   troublesome	   and	  interventionist	   institution	   that	   deprives	  member	   states	   of	   their	   sovereignty.	   In	   his	   statement,	  Commissioner	   Orban	   did	   much	   to	   emphasise	   that	   state	   sovereignty	   and	   the	   Principle	   of	  
Subsidiarity	  are	  recognised	  and	  respected	  by	  the	  EU,	  but	  as	  can	  be	  seen	  from	  RT’s	  statement	  this	  is	  not	  the	  wish	  of	  all	  EU	  citizens.	  In	  other	  words,	  there	  is	  a	  difference	  between	  the	  desires	  of	  EU	  member	  states	  and	  EU	  citizens.	  As	  accounted	  for	  earlier	  (cf.	  5.3	  till	  5.5)	  Commissioner	  Orban’s	  discourse,	  contrary	  to	  RT’s	  creative	  discourse,	  is	  reproductive,	  especially	  regarding	  sovereignty	  of	  nation	  states.	  As	  shown	  in	  the	  above,	  RT’s	  discourse	  reveals	  how	  every	  member	  state	  represented	  in	  the	  EU	  Parliament	  is	  not	  a	  homogenous	  group,	  though	  there	  is	  a	  tendency	  to	  think	  of	  them	  as	  such	  due	   to	   the	   abstract	   concept	   of	   a	   nation	   state.	  While	  Vidal-­‐Quadras	  might	   try	   to	   suppress	   one	  language	   group,	   or	   several,	   with	   economic	   arguments,	   RT	   in	   his	   defence	   of	   Catalan	   turns	   to	  discourses	  of	  equality	  and	  rights.	   In	  short,	   they	  use	  rather	  different	   ideologies	  to	   further	  their	  distinct	  causes.	  However,	  RT’s	   rather	  descriptive	  discourse	  also	   links	   the	  history	  of	  Spain	  and	  Franco	  with	  present	  day	  Spain	  and	  its	  anti-­‐Catalan	  language	  policy	  at	  EU	  level.	  The	  mentioning	  of	  one	  of	  the	  European	  dictators	  of	  the	  20th	  century	  is	  effective	  since	  many	  think	  of	  the	  EU	  as	  a	  bulwark	   founded	   to	   protect	   against	   tyranny	   and	   destructive	  wars;	   a	   cooperation	   that	   should	  ensure	   peace	   and	   prosperity	   through	   democracy	   and	   interdependence	   (Wodak	   2009:59,62).	  When	   RT	   chooses	   to	   refer	   to	   Franco	   as	   a	   Catalan	   suppressor,	   rather	   than	   other	   incidents	   of	  Catalan	   suppression	   in	   Spanish	   history,	   it	   is	   probably	   because	   everybody	   remembers	   Franco,	  and	  the	  other	  dictators	  of	  the	  late	  20th	  century,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  which	  followed	  in	   their	  wake.	   Thus,	  when	  RT	   subtly	   implies	   a	   connection	   between	   Franco’s	   dictatorship	   and	  present-­‐day	   Spain,	   he	   touches	   upon	   founding	   ideologies	   and	   belief	   systems	   of	   the	   EU.	  Furthermore,	   the	   contrast	   between	   Spain	   and	   EU	   also	   propagates	   an	   idea	   of	   supranational	  solidarity	   versus	   nationalistic	   (suppressive)	   homogeneity	   –	   a	   feature	   also	   represented	   in	   a	  language	  context	  with	  the	  expression	  “unilingualism”	  (l.	  890).	  	  Finally,	   some	   comments	   should	   be	   made	   about	   the	   ideological	   consequences	   of	   how	   RT	  discursively	  positions	  Catalan	  within	  the	  minority-­‐victim	  relation	  and	  hence	  reproduces	  it.	  This	  is	  an	  easy	  discourse	   to	  default	   to	  because	  of	   its	  appeal	   to	  protective	  strategies	  and	  because	   it	  represents	   the	   truth	   or	   realty	   to	   many	   groups.	   Yet,	   protection	   is	   not	   promotion	   or	  empowerment,	  and	  hence	  there	  may	  be	  unfortunate	  consequences	  of	  utilising	  this	  position	  as	  a	  regional	  or	  minority	  language,	  such	  as	  being	  protected	  to	  a	  standstill,	  which	  is	  of	  course	  not	  RT’s	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intent.	  Although	  RT	  reproduces	  a	  discourse	  about	  minorities	  as	  persecuted	  and	  marginalised,	  he	  is	  quite	  intent	  on	  not	  putting	  Catalan	  in	  the	  “regional	  or	  minority	  language”-­‐box,	  by	  continually	  stressing	   that	   it	   is	   the	   “Catalan	   language”.	   Through	   describing	   Catalan	   himself,	   he	   urges	   his	  audience	  to	  think	  of	  it	  as	  more	  than	  a	  random	  object	  in	  a	  generic	  category	  such	  as	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages,	  and	  thereby	  he	  establishes	  a	  creative	  discourse.	  The	  analysis	  of	  RT’s	  contribution	  concludes	  this	  section.	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  findings	  of	  the	  analysis	  will	  be	  discussed	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  research	  questions.	  
6	  Discussion	  
6.1	  The	  Discourses	  on	  and	  Constructions	  of	  Languages	  and	  Multilingualism	  	  In	   the	   analysis	   several	   discourses	   were	   identified	   along	   with	   the	   ideologies	   behind	   their	  constructions	  of	  language	  and	  multilingualism.	  In	  the	  following,	  the	  most	  prominent	  discourses	  will	  be	  highlighted	  along	  with	   the	   ideologies	  behind	   them.	  At	   the	  end	  of	   this	  discussion,	   their	  possible	  impacts	  on	  a	  societal	  level	  will	  be	  addressed.	  
6.1.1	  Diversity	  	  The	   discourse	   of	   diversity	   is	   a	   cornerstone	   in	   the	   EU’s	   official	   construction	   of	   the	   European	  languages	  and	  in	  particular	  the	  concept	  of	  multilingualism.	  The	  European	  Union	  exists	  without	  old	  and	  heroic	  tales	  of	   foundation.	  There	  are	  no	  myths	  of	  the	  union’s	   flag	  falling	  from	  the	  sky,	  accounts	  of	  bold	  explorers	  who	  challenged	  the	  sea	  and	  discovered	  new	  continents,	  no	  ancient	  kings	   renowned	   for	   their	  battle	  prowess,	  no	   reputation	   to	  match	   the	  Cradle	  of	  Civilization,	   no	  declarations	  of	   independence,	   or	  national	   festivals	  with	  a	   specific	   and	   common	  history	   like	   le	  
Jour	  de	   la	  Bastille.	  All	   of	   these	   components	  have	   to	  do	  with	  Europe,	  but	   all	   of	   them	  belong	   to	  their	   respective	  nation	  states	   (Mayer	  et	  al.	  2004:579,580).	  The	  European	  Union	  seeks	  greater	  integration	   among	   its	  member	   states	   and	  a	   common	   civil	   consciousness,	   a	  European	   identity,	  among	  its	  citizens,	  but	  the	  latter	  do	  not	  feel	  European	  the	  same	  way	  they	  feel	  British,	  Greek	  or	  Bulgarian,	  because	  there	  are	  no	  myths	  or	  constructions	  for	  them	  to	  unite	  around,	  no	  “emotional	  basis	   to	   identity”,	   as	   there	   are	   with	   their	   respective	   national	   states	   (Passerini	   2003:27).	  Furthermore,	  some	  researchers	  claim	  that	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  common	  language	  is	  a	  major	  setback	  for	  social	   integration	   between	   the	   peoples	   of	   the	   EU	   (Mayer	   et	   al.	   2004:581).	   Hence,	   one	   of	   the	  claims	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  that	  the	  EU	  seeks	  to	  construct	  inter-­‐EU	  solidarity	  and	  belongingness	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  historic	  and	  cultural	  diversity	  that	  the	  member	  states	  hold	  in	  common,	  what	  one	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might	   call	   the	   united-­‐in-­‐diversity	   construction.	   Languages	   are	   rather	   clear	   manifestations	   of	  people’s	  nationality	  or	  member	  state	  association24,	   and	  as	  a	   result	  of	   this	  mixture	  of	  unity-­‐in-­‐diversity	   and	   the	   signalling	   effect	   of	   languages,	   multilingualism,	   as	   already	   proposed	   in	   the	  introduction	   of	   this	   thesis,	   becomes	   the	   language	   of	   the	   EU.	   Moreover,	   language	   and	  multilingualism	   become	   inseparable,	   and	   respect	   and	   acceptance	   of	   these	   become	   by	   proxy	  respect	  and	  acceptance	  of	  each	  single	  member	  state.	   In	  other	  words,	  multilingualism	  becomes	  the	  tangible	  manifestation	  of	  EU’s	  unity-­‐in-­‐diversity	  construction.	  This	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  5.5	  where	  Orban	  defines	  the	  “essence”	  of	  multilingualism	  as	  respect	  for	  languages	  along	  with	  diversity.	  His	  representation	  is	  dominated	  by	  abstract	  nouns,	  such	  as	  respect	  and	  diversity,	  nominalisations,	  “celebration	   of	   diversity”,	   and	   appositional	   syntactic	   structures	   that	   allow	   him	   to	   equate	  “celebration	  of	  diversity”	  with	  the	  “common	  objective”.	  He	  then	  uses	  IR	  transitivity	  to	  define	  the	  latter	  with	   the	   subclause,	   “to	   preserve	   and	   consolidate	   the	   unity	   of	   the	   European	   Union,	   our	  unity”.	   With	   the	   final	   apposition	   he	   furthermore	   creates	   a	   comparison	   between	   something	  distant	  or	  even	  abstract,	  the	  EU,	  and	  something	  close	  and	  personal,	  represented	  by	  the	  personal	  pronoun	  “our”.	  Yet,	   this	   construction	   of	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   representing	   unifying	   diversity,	   in	  itself	   a	   rather	   contradictory	   construction	   as	   will	   be	   discussed	   in	   the	   next	   section,	   has	   some	  consequences,	  such	  as	  diversity	  being	  a	  more	  preponderant	  or	  important	  discourse	  than	  actual	  language	   promotion	   and	   empowerment.	   Furthermore,	   if	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   gain	  their	  legitimacy	  from	  being	  tools	  to	  promote	  diversity,	  or	  any	  other	  discursive	  construction	  for	  that	  matter,	  they	  have	  little	  value	  in	  themselves	  and	  language	  promotion	  might	  be	  downplayed,	  as	  the	  real	  game	  is	  their	  symbolic	  function.	  Finally,	  it	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  forcing	  diversity	  into	  a	  box	  named	  unity,	  is	  really	  not	  to	  respect	  diversity.	  Diversity	  and	  unity	  are	  abstract	  concepts	  or	  empty	   signifiers:	   thus,	   they	   are	   what	   they	   are	   constructed	   or	   reified	   as,	   but	   languages	   are	  processes	   of	   diversity	   –	   not	   static	   symbols	   –	   and	   they	   need	   more	   substantial	   initiatives	   to	  prosper	   than	   being	   seen	   as	   the	   realisation	   of	   ideals,	   especially	   if	   they	   function	   under	  disadvantageous	  conditions	  as	  is	  often	  the	  case	  for	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages25.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  24	  This	  is	  not	  to	  suggest,	  counter	  to	  what	  has	  been	  written	  earlier,	  that	  the	  member	  states	  have	  only	  one	  language	  group.	  However,	  the	  national	  languages	  are	  still	  the	  biggest	  in	  their	  respective	  member	  states.	  Furthermore,	  we	  still	  tend	  to	  think	  of	  countries	  as	  having	  homogenous	  language	  groups	  and	  hence	  a	  specific	  language	  still	  represents	  a	  specific	  country.	  English	  might	  serve	  as	  an	  exception	  here	  due	  to	  its	  international	  character,	  and	  yet	  there	  are	  still	  distinctions	  such	  as	  American	  English	  and	  British	  English,	  which	  are	  common,	  not	  least	  throughout	  the	  entire	  education	  system,	  and	  clearly	  signals	  national	  relationships.	  25	  One	  need	  only	  think	  of	  Basque	  and	  Catalan	  in	  Spain,	  Irish	  in	  Ireland,	  Welsh	  in	  Wales,	  Sami	  languages	  in	  Sweden	  and	  Finland,	  etc.	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Throughout	   the	   excerpts	   analysed,	   diversity	   often	   appears	   to	   be	   the	   actual	   agenda	   to	   be	  promoted,	   and	   languages	   are	   simply	   used	   for	   this	   purpose.	   This	   entails	   that	   languages	   are	  constituted	   on	   a	   basis	   of	   tolerance	   and	   respect	   of	  multiculturalism,	   i.e.	   languages	   are	   used	   to	  promote	   discourses	   that	   build	   on	   ideologies	   of	   peace	   and	   solidarity.	   While	   the	   diversity	  discourse	   might	   steal	   the	   scene	   from	   actual	   language	   strategies,	   ideologies	   of	   peace,	  understanding,	   tolerance	  and	  inclusion	  are	  still	  amiable	  and	  contribute	  to	  a	   logic	  of	  difference	  since	   focus	   is	  on	  creating	  general	   inclusion	  and	  not	  on	  enhancing	  differences	  between	   insider	  and	  outsider	  groups.	  However,	   these	  are	  the	  overt	   ideologies	  promoted	  by	  the	  EU,	  and	   in	  this	  debate	   spearheaded	   by	   Commissioner	   Orban.	   Yet,	   as	   shown	   in	   the	   discourse	   analysis,	   his	  discursive	   constructions	   are	   also	   exclusive,	   even	  when	   they	   seem	   inclusive,	   and	   guided	   by	   a	  logic	  of	  equivalence	  when	  he	  creates	  an	  insider	  group	  by	  stating	  that	  “all	  languages	  that	  are	  used	  in	  the	  EU”	  should	  be	  highlighted	  (cf.	  5.3).	  In	  this	  case,	  he	  uses	  an	  inclusive	  head,	  “all”,	  but	  then	  postmodifies	   it	  with	   the	   exclusive	   subclause	   “that	   are	  used	   in	   the	  EU”.	   Likewise,	   he	  mentions	  that	  respect	  should	  be	  ensured	  for	  each	   language	  “spoken	  on	  the	  European	  territory”	  (cf.	  5.5).	  Here	  he,	  apart	  from	  excluding	  some,	  also	  uses	  a	  transformation	  to	  veil	  who	  should	  respect	  these	  languages.	   Finally,	   he	   states	   only	   that	   immigrants	   should	   learn	   the	   language	   of	   their	   host	  country	   and	  not	  vice	   versa,	   even	   though	  he	   initially	  defined	   this	   language	   learning	  process	   as	  “reciprocal”	  (cf.	  5.6).	  
6.1.2	  Unity	  	  Another	   discourse	   identified	   in	   the	   analysed	   excerpts	   involves	   the	   relationship	   between	  language	  and	  unity.	  In	  many	  ways	  unity	  is	  a	  very	  common	  discourse	  of	  the	  European	  Union,	  and	  has	   even	   become	   a	   naturalised	   ideology.	   The	   discourse	   of	   unity	   is	   closely	   connected	   to	   the	  discourse	  of	  diversity	  due	  to	  the	  general	  EU	  construction	  of	  these	  concepts	  as	  two	  sides	  of	  the	  same	  coin.	  It	  is	  moreover	  visible	  in	  the	  union’s	  official	  motto,	  United	  in	  Diversity,	  too.	  Orban	  also	  favours	   this	  discourse	  as	   can	  be	  seen	   for	  example	   from	  his	  grammatical	   construction	  of	  unity	  and	  diversity.	  He	  succeeds	  in	  creating	  equivalence	  between	  the	  two	  concepts,	  even	  though	  they	  are	   contrastives,	   through	   appositional	   use	   when	   he	   ranks	   “the	   principle	   of	   unity”	   alongside	  “unity	   in	  diversity”	   (cf.	  5.5-­‐D).	  Furthermore,	  he	  also	  often	  assumes	  unity	  as	  a	  characteristic	  of	  the	  EU	  as	  can	  be	  seen	   from	  the	  grammatical	  analyses	  where	  unity	   is	  deeply	  embedded	   in	   the	  sentence	  structures.	  When	  abstract	  noun	  phrases,	  such	  as	  “cultural	  diversity”	  and	  “common	  heritage”,	  nouns	  and	  adjectives,	   such	   as	   “common”,	   “cultural”,	   “linguistic”,	   “diversity”	   and	   “unity”,	   are	   compared	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through	  appositions	  and	   IR	   transitivity	   they	   create	  a	  message	  of	   a	   culturally	  diverse,	  but	  also	  common	   European	   history	   and	   culture	   that	   are	   still	   the	   glue	   that	   ensures	   social	   cohesion	  between	  27	  member	  states.	  Unity	  and	  diversity	  are	  really	  antonyms	  or	  complementaries	  but	  the	  Commissioner,	   as	   well	   as	   official	   EU	   discourse	   in	   general,	   uses	   them	   as	   synonyms.	   As	  complementaries	  they	  ought	  to	  rule	  each	  other	  out,	  but	  instead	  they	  become	  dependant	  on	  each	  other	  in	  order	  to	  construct	  a	  certain	  perspective	  on	  the	  EU.	  The	  equalisation	  between	  the	  words	  is	  invented	  in	  order	  to	  accept	  and	  recognise	  a	  diverse,	  but	  not	  split,	  yet	  homogenous	  European	  Union.	  This	  rhetoric	  has	  especially	  been	  promoted	  by	  the	  EU	  Commission	  and	  the	  EU	  Parliament	  (Pantel	  1999:52).	  Since	  languages	  and	  multilingualism	  are	  constructed	  within	  this	  discourse,	  it	  gives	  them	  the	  chance	  to	  be	  part	  of	  one	  of	  the	  most	  creative	  ideologies	  the	  European	  Union	  has	  achieved.	   However,	   in	   the	   particular	   discourse	   analysed	   in	   this	   thesis,	   multilingualism	   and	  languages	   are	   never	   raised	   above	   being	   symbols	   of	   the	   unity-­‐in-­‐diversity	   discourse;	   a	   fact	  indicated	   by	   the	   perpetual	   IR	   structures	   that	   represent	   or	   even	   reify	   multilingualism	   and	  language	   as	   states	   rather	   than	   fluent	   processes	   or	   resources	   (cf.	   5.3-­‐5.6,	   5.10).	   There	   are	   no	  tangible	   ideas	  of	  how	  multilingualism	  could	  be	  an	  enactment	  of	   this	  particular	  discourse,	   and	  instead	  Commissioner	  Orban’s	   discourse	   especially	   stays	   at	   the	   level	   of	   declarations	  of	   intent	  because	  languages	  and	  multilingualism	  are	  treated	  as	  mere	  symbols	  of	  an	  overarching	  ideology	  according	  to	  which	  the	  EU	  is	  structured	  –	  or	  at	   least	   this	   is	   the	  great	  myth	  or	  narrative	  of	   the	  union’s	  being	  which	  is	  sought	  to	  be	  propagated.	  	  The	  ideology	  of	  unity	  is	  also	  seen	  in	  the	  debate	  when	  closeness	  between	  people	  is	  assumed	  rather	   than	   proposed,	   e.g.	   when	   geographic	   closeness	   is	   associated	   with	   mental	   closeness	  through	  use	  of	  appositions.	  An	  example	  of	  such	  practice	  is	  the	  coordinated	  phrases,	  “languages	  within	   the	   community	   where	   you	   live,	   languages	   that	   are	   close	   to	   you”	   (cf.	   5.6).	   The	   same	  discourse	   and	   ideology	   are	   also	   implicit	   e.g.	   when	   the	   EU	   is	   named	   and	   described	   as	   “the	  Community”	   rather	   than	   “the	   institution”.	   The	   former	   carries	   semantic	   connotations	   and	   a	  feeling	  of	  closeness	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging	  (cf.	  5.3,5.4).	  These	  discourses	  on	  unity	  and	  closeness	  also	  reflect	  the	  desire	  to	  create	  a	  European	  citizenship	  and	  a	  shared	  consciousness;	  moreover,	  one	  that	  allows	  for	  Europeans	  to	  be	  different	  and	  alike	  at	  the	  same	  time.	  If	  these	  ideologies	  were	  not	   in	  play,	   the	  EU	  would	  probably	  be	  perceived	  as	   a	  mere	  political	   and	  economic	   institution	  with	  no	  relevance	  to	  the	  common	  citizen.	  Put	  differently,	  these	  ideologies	  are	  also	  a	  question	  of	  positive	   branding	   of	   the	   European	   Union.	   They	   convey	   messages	   of	   understanding,	   respect,	  diversity,	   tolerance	   and	   inclusion	   of	   other	   people	   and	   languages,	   but	   as	   discussed	   in	   the	  previous	  section	  sometimes	  only	  at	  the	  surface	  level.	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Commissioner	  Orban	  is	  especially	  adamant	  in	  his	  use	  and	  promotion	  of	  the	  unity	  discourse,	  and	  this	  sets	   the	  scene	   for	  some	  of	   the	  clearest	  examples	  of	  clashes	  between	  Commission	  and	  Parliament	  discourses,	   namely	  Commissioner	  Orban’s	  diversity-­‐in-­‐unity	  discourse	   and	  Dodds’	  construction	  of	  culture	  and	  language	  as	  tools	  in	  a	  “cultural	  war”	  in	  Northern	  Ireland,	  as	  well	  as	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells’	  attack	  on	  the	  Spanish	  government.	  	  	  These	  clashes	  are	  clearly	  the	  outcome	  of	  a	  formal	  top-­‐down	  approach	  and	  bottom-­‐up	  responses	  based	  on	  concrete	  situations.	  They	  show	  an	   alternative	   reality	   to	   the	   one	   Orban	   is	   trying	   to	   promote	   through	   his	   discursive	  representations.	  Diversity	  does	  not	  equal	  unity,	   indeed	   it	  may	  be	  the	  very	  reason	   for	  disputes	  bordering	  to	  civil	  wars.	  Dodds’	  naming	  and	  describing	  practices	  are	  a	  testimony	  to	  this.	  When	  she	   names	   the	   situation	   in	   Northern	   Ireland	   a	   “cultural	   war”,	   “cultural”	   is	   suddenly	   a	  premodifier	  for	  the	  head	  “war”	  instead	  of	  “unity”,	  “diversity”	  or	  any	  other	  harmonious	  concept.	  Furthermore,	  as	  to	  underline	  the	  situation	  of	  this	  cultural	  war,	  she	  uses	  grammatical	  structures	  that	   run	   from	   the	   action	   to	   event	   to	   state	   transitivity,	   hence	   underlining	   her	   angle	   on	   the	  situation	  as	  these	  syntactical	  structures	  make	  her	  argument	  seem	  causal	  and	  commonsensical.	  	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells	  uses	  naming	  and	  describing	  as	  well	  as	  equating	  in	  order	  to	  highlight	  his	  position	   in	   the	   strife	   between	   Spanish	   and	   Catalan.	   For	   example,	   he	   suggests	   equivalence	  between	  “Franco	  dictatorship”	  and	  “Spanish	  democracy”,	  and	  he	  describes	  the	  latter	  as	  having	  a	  “low	  quality”.	  Ultimately,	  he	  asks	   the	  EU	  Commission	   to	  normalise	  Catalan	   in	   the	  EU	  as	  Spain	  refuses	  to,	  even	  though	  he	  knows	  such	  action	  would	  be	  against	  EU	   legislation	  and	  outside	  the	  union’s	   area	   of	   competence.	   Yet,	   at	   its	   fullest	   he	   demonstrates	   how	   diversity	   is	   not	   unity.	  Sometimes	   diversity	   is	   diversity,	   and	   the	   power	   holders	   set	   the	   agenda	   with	   all	   of	   its	  implications.	  
6.1.3	  Culture	  	  In	   the	   previous	   analysis	   of	   the	   parliament	   debate	   it	   was	   clearly	   shown	   that	   language	   and	  multilingualism	   often	   are	   inevitably	   intertwined	   with	   culture,	   or	   even	   that	   language	   was	  constructed	  as	  a	  subcategory	  of	  culture	  as	  in	  Dodds’	  text	  where	  “especially	  language”	  served	  as	  a	  postmodifier	  to	  the	  head	  “culture”	  (cf.	  5.7-­‐A).	  This	  is	  not	  a	  particular	  feature	  of	  the	  discourse	  in	  the	  parliament	  debate,	  but	  a	  rather	  common	  one	  in	  EU	  discourse,	  not	  to	  say	  in	  most	  discourses	  generally,	   as	   can	   be	   seen	   from	   e.g.	   the	   previously	   quoted	   definition	   of	   multilingualism.	  Furthermore,	  the	  EU	  language	  policy	  of	  multilingualism	  belongs	  to	  the	  EU	  Commission’s	  policy	  area	  of	  Culture,	  Education	  and	  Youth.	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The	  naturalised	  view	  of	  language	  as	  part	  of	  culture	  is	  a	  common	  notion,	  and	  one	  can	  hardly	  argue	  against	  the	  claim	  that	  languages	  and	  cultures	  do	  have	  strong	  relations,	  but	  there	  are	  also	  problematic	  issues	  concerned	  with	  a	  belief	  this	  highly	  naturalised	  and	  socially	  shared.	  Some	  of	  these	  problematic	   issues	  became	  apparent	   in	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  debate.	  One	  of	  them	  was	  that	  languages	  were	  explained	  alongside	  or	  through	  culture,	  and	  hence	  the	  language	  discourse	  ended	  up	  being	  a	  subcategory	  or	  a	  component	  of	  a	  cultural	  discourse.	  	  Culture	   is	   a	   very	   strong	   though	   often	   also	   socially	   context-­‐dependent	   discourse,	   as	   it	  contains	   a	   complex	   set	   of	   common	   ideologies,	   beliefs	   and	   shared	  members’	   resources,	  which	  Van	  Dijk	  as	  well	  as	  Fairclough	  describe	  as	  belonging	  to	  different	  groups.	  Hence,	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	   speak	   of	   a	   country’s	   culture	   since	   it	   will	   contain	   several.	   Nonetheless,	   the	   Commissioner	  insists	   on	   a	   “shared	   and	   common	   culture”	   (cf.	   5.3).	   This	   is	   a	   construction	   that	   relies	   on	  heterogeneity,	   despite	   the	   overt	   reverence	   of	   diversity,	   and	   portrays	   culture	   along	   with	  languages	  as	  something	  stable.	  On	  the	  view	  of	  culture	  as	  a	  constant,	  Asif	  Agha	  comments,	  “[…]	  when	   it	   comes	   to	   culture,	   taxonomy	   is	   taxidermy”	   (Agha	   2007:2).	   A	   somewhat	   cynical	  interpretation	  of	  the	  construction	  of	  language	  and	  culture	  propagated	  by	  the	  participants	  of	  the	  debate	  would	  be	  that	  it	  reflects	  language	  as	  a	  cultural	  remnant	  and	  not	  something	  central	  to	  the	  development	   of	   the	   EU.	   This	   shows	   an	   attitude	   about	   languages	   being	   preserved	   as	   cultural	  phenomena,	  but	  not	  put	  to	  work	  and	  empowered	  in	  order	  to	  strengthen	  the	  union	  in	  fields	  such	  as	  commerce,	  foreign	  relations,	  the	  European	  Neighbourhood	  policy	  and	  the	  increasingly	  fierce	  competition	  over	  knowledge	  and	  know-­‐how.	  
6.1.4	  State	  Sovereignty	  	  State	   sovereignty	   was	   one	   of	   the	   covert	   discourses	   and	   ideologies	   identified	   throughout	   the	  analysis	   of	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   text.	   As	   already	   stated	   Commissioner	   Orban’s	   discourse	   is	  bound	  in	  ideologies	  of	  diversity,	  unity	  and	  respect,	  and	  strongly	  condemns	  strife	  and	  hostile	  acts	  such	   as	   taking	   languages	   hostage	   (cf.	   5.6).	   He	   signals	   these	   ideologies	   rather	   clearly,	   but	   his	  discourse	  is	  also	  characterised	  by	  abstract	  nouns	  and	  noun	  phrases,	  which	  make	  his	  address	  to	  the	   parliamentarians	   general	   rather	   than	   specific,	   nominalisations	   that	   mimic	   actions,	   and	  actors	  who	  are	  really	  processes	  turned	  into	  stable	  subjects.	  This	  results	  in	  a	  discourse	  with	  little	  real	  action	  since	  nominalisations	  obscure	   the	  real	  agents	  and	  hence	   the	  propositions	  between	  these	  and	  their	  goals.	  An	  example	  of	  such	  a	  nominalisation	  would	  be	  “Community	  action”.	  	  Furthermore,	  when	   employing	  MAI	   transitivity,	   the	   Commissioner	   often	   uses	   nominalised	  actors.	  This	  allows	  him	  to	  generate	  an	  impression	  of	  dynamism,	  and	  movement	  towards	  a	  goal,	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and	  since	  there	  are	  no	  real	  actors,	  no	  one	  has	  to	  feel	  that	  they	  are	  being	  addressed	  or	  charged	  with	   something,	   or	   that	   they	   should	   change	   their	   current	   practices	   and	   policies.	   These	  structures	  have	  the	  added	  effect	  of	  enabling	  the	  Commissioner	  to	  relay	  all	  of	  his	  messages	  and	  the	  EU’s	  politics	  –	  that	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  should	  be	  respected,	  that	  all	  humans	  are	  equal,	   that	   there	   must	   be	   respect	   for	   diversity,	   etc.	   These	   are	   all	   norms	   and	   naturalised	  ideologies,	   which	   the	   majority	   of	   the	   Western	   world	   recognises,	   and	   the	   EU	   would	   like	   to	  position	  itself	  as	  champion	  of.	  	  He	  can	  obtain	  all	  of	  this	  without	  having	  to	  dictate	  what	  member	  states	  should	  actually	  do,	  in	  other	  words,	  without	  having	  to	  violate	  their	  state	  sovereignty	  and	  
the	  Principle	  of	   Subsidiarity.	   In	   truth,	   this	   is	  a	  delicate	  political	  balancing	  act.	  On	  one	  hand,	  he	  must	  show	  that	  he	  respects	  the	  states’	  sovereignty,	  and	  on	  the	  other	  he	  also	  has	  to	  signal	  that	  the	  EU	  does	  have	  something	  to	  say	  and	  is	  entitled	  to	  do	  so.	  He	  achieves	  such	  balance	  when	  he	  succeeds	  in	  enacting	  cultural	  diversity	  as	  a	  legal	  obligation	  through	  IR	  transitivity	  (cf.	  5.4).	  	  Orban	  also	  knows	  that	  there	  will	  be	  parliamentarians	  dissatisfied	  with	  the	  situation	  of	  their	  particular	   regional	   language,	   for	   example	   the	   Catalonians	   who	   are	   disallowed	   to	   use	   their	  language	  by	   the	  Spanish	  government.	  He	  enacts	   a	  discourse	  where	  he	  does	  not	  offend	  either.	  Hence	  the	  lack	  of	  agency	  in	  many	  sentences:	  nominalisation	  and	  abstracts	  nouns	  which	  speak	  of	  “contributions”,	   “multilingualism	  policies”,	   “solutions”,	   etc.	  without	   ever	   referring	   to	   anything	  specific,	  as	  well	  as	  numerous	  references	  to	  international	  laws,	  conventions	  and	  treatises	  rather	  than	  EU	  policies.	  This	  very	  balancing	  act	  and	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells’	  exposure	  of	  internal	  struggles	  in	  Spain,	  in	  reality	  an	  exposure	  of	  how	  all	  citizens	  in	  a	  member	  state	  do	  not	  necessarily	  benefit	  from	  state	  sovereignty,	  poses	  some	  interesting	  questions.	  Who	  are	  EU	  citizens	  and	  who	  has	  the	  power	   to	   define	   them	   as	   such?	   Technically,	   every	   citizen	   of	   an	   EU	   member	   state	   has	   EU	  citizenship,	  i.e.	  Catalonians,	  Ulster	  Scots,	  Saami	  and	  so	  forth	  have	  the	  same	  rights	  as	  Spaniards,	  Irish,	  Swedes,	  etc.	  However,	  EU	  citizenship	   is	  determined	  on	  the	  grounds	  of	  member	  state,	   i.e.	  nation	  state,	  association.	  Thus,	  EU	  can	  only	  ensure	  its	  citizens’	  interests	  as	  long	  as	  this	  is	  in	  the	  interest	  of	   the	  nation	  states	  as	  well.	  Hence,	  Catalan	  cannot	  become	  an	  official	   language	  of	   the	  parliament,	   no	  matter	   how	  much	   Tremosa	   i	   Balcells	   or	   others	   plead	   in	   its	   favour,	   as	   long	   as	  Spain	  rejects	  its	  use.	  At	  the	  moment,	  the	  nation	  states	  still	  have	  the	  ultimate	  power	  of	  defining	  what	  should	  be	  included	  in	  and	  positioned	  as	  part	  of	  the	  European	  Union.	  
6.1.5	  Economy	  	  The	   discourse	   of	   economy	   was	   seen	   in	   the	   analysis	   to	   be	   used	   directly	   against	   institutional	  multilingualism.	   It	   is	   spearheaded	   by	   Vidal-­‐Quadras,	   who	   applies	   economic	   reasons	   as	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arguments	  against	  any	  extension	  of	   the	  EU’s	   institutional	  multilingualism,	  e.g.	  when	  he	  uses	  a	  syntactic	  A-­‐S-­‐V-­‐SC	  structure	  where	  the	  adverbial	  contains	  the	  guiding	  principles,	  being	  “terms	  of	   logistics	   and	   finances”,	   and	   the	   following	   IR	   transitivity	   determines	   that	   “this	   is	   just	   not	  viable”.	  Swinburne	  too	  engages	  in	  a	  discourse	  of	  economics	  when	  she	  describes	  languages	  as	  a	  financial	   “burden”	   and	   “cost”.	   She	   furthermore	   names	   the	   EU	   citizens	   as	   “tax-­‐payers”	   which	  enhances	   her	   economic	   discourse.	   Grammatically	   she	   illustrates	   the	   relationship	   between	  economy	  and	   language	  with	  a	   “x,	  but	  y”	   structure.	  Everyone	  can	   speak	   the	   language	   they	   feel	  most	  comfortable	  in,	  but	  without	  incurring	  costs.	  This	  construction	  stresses	  economic	  concerns	  as	   the	  principal	   guideline.	  When	   she	   states	   that	   people	   should	   speak	   the	   languages	   “they	   feel	  most	  comfortable	  in”	  she	  positions	  languages	  as	  having	  to	  do	  with	  wellness.	  In	  other	  words,	  she	  positions	   language	   diversity	   as	   something	   that	   is	   nice	   and	   makes	   us	   feel	   safe,	   but	   such	  considerations	  are	  often	  slighted	  in	  favour	  of	  efficiency	  and	  competition.	  	  	  While	   the	   discourse	   of	   economics	   is	   rather	   downplayed	   in	   this	   particular	   debate,	   it	   is	   a	  major	   one	   in	   the	   general	   debate	   on	   institutional	   EU	   multilingualism	   and	   there	   are	   many	  arguments	  pro	   et	   contra	   (cf.	   e.g.	   Gazzola	   (2006)).	   Nonetheless,	   it	   tells	   of	   a	   particular	   attitude	  when	   languages	   and	   multilingualism	   are	   commodified	   and	   subordinated	   an	   economic	  argument;	   one	   where	   efficiency	   and	   bottom	   lines	   are	   put	   before	   human,	   social	   or	   political	  interests.	  Only	  the	  parliamentarians	  draw	  on	  this	  discourse	  of	  economics.	  Orban	  does	  not	  use	  it,	  nor	   does	   he	   comment	   on	   it.	   There	   may	   be	   several	   reasons	   for	   this	   clash	   of	   discourses.	   The	  Commissioner	   follows	   the	   official	   EU	   policy	   that	   the	   institution	   is	   based	   on	   multilingualism.	  Furthermore,	   it	   is	   the	   official	   belief	   that	   multilingualism	   is	   a	   key	   component	   in	   ensuring	  democracy	  and	  transparency	  as	  it	  ensures	  full	  access	  for	  all	  to	  the	  union	  (further	  discussion	  of	  democracy	   and	   multilingualism	   under	   “Numbers”	   below	   in	   section	   6.1.6).	   Hence,	   by	   using	   a	  discourse	  of	  economics	  some	  of	  the	  parliamentarians	  to	  varying	  degrees	  challenge	  the	  ideal	  of	  democracy	   or	   at	   least	   view	   economy	   as	   a	   more	   important	   concern.	   The	   practice	   of	   such	  discourse	  might	  lead	  to	  a	  string	  of	  adverse	  results.	  First	  of	  all,	  if	  institutional	  multilingualism	  is	  abolished,	  or	  as	  a	  minimum	  not	  expanded,	  which	   is	  constructed	  as	   financially	  viable,	   it	  would	  cause	  the	  EU	  to	  become	  less	  democratic.	  Second,	  the	  economic	  ideology	  is	  apt	  for	  unintentional	  as	  well	  as	  intentional	  suppression	  of	  other	  languages,	  e.g.	  it	  would	  be	  easy	  for	  a	  member	  state	  to	  use	  this	  ideology	  if	  it	  did	  not	  wish	  to	  recognise	  a	  particular	  minority	  or	  regional	  language	  within	  its	   borders	   for	   completely	   different	   political	   reasons	   than	   economy.	   Last	   but	   not	   least,	   the	  ideology	  along	  with	   the	  discourse	  of	   economics	   limits	   the	  way	   languages	  and	  multilingualism	  are	   articulated	   and	   hence	   thought	   of.	   If	   focus	   is	   merely	   on	   the	   expenses	   associated	   with	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institutional	  multilingualism,	  there	  is	  no	  view	  of	  the	  benefits	  multilingualism	  may	  provide	  and	  this	   narrows	   the	  way	  we	  may	   regard	  multilingualism	   considerably.	   Or	   to	   put	   it	   differently,	   it	  reproduces	  a	  distinct	  pattern	  of	  attitudes	  instead	  of	  recreating	  them.	  Economics	   is	   a	   discourse	   as	   well	   as	   an	   ideology	   that	   has	   become	   highly	   naturalised	   in	  Western	  societies.	   “Everything	  must	  add	  up	  at	   the	  bottom	  line”,	   is	  a	  chant	  often	  heard	  and	   its	  impacts	  are	  considerable.	  Yet,	   that	  economy	  and	  democracy	   ideologies	  actually	  do	  clash	   in	  an	  EU	   debate	   shows	   that	   languages	   and	   multilingualism	   are	   recognised	   generally	   in	   the	   EU	   as	  serving	   very	   important	   functions.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   however,	   it	   is	   also	   marked	   how	   the	  Commissioner	  consistently	  constructs	   languages	  and	  multilingualism	  as	  assets,	  whereas	  many	  of	   the	   parliamentarians	   view	   them	   as	   problems,	   e.g.	   financial	   burdens,	   roots	   of	   conflict,	   or	   a	  matter	  of	  comfort	  and	  wellness.	  To	  convince	  member	  states,	  and	  not	  least	  their	  citizens,	  about	  the	  merits	  of	  multilingualism	  is	  without	  a	  doubt	  one	  of	  the	  major	  challenges	  for	  the	  EU.	  	  
6.1.6	  Numbers	  	  The	  discourse	  of	  numbers	  entails	   that	   languages	  are	   legitimised	  according	   to	   their	  number	  of	  speakers.	  Grammatically	  this	  is	  achieved	  with	  e.g.	  “x,	  but	  y”	  structures	  that	  compare	  speakers	  of	  Welsh	  in	  Wales	  with	  the	  total	  of	  Welsh	  speakers	  in	  all	  of	  UK,	  hence	  stressing	  the	  numeral	  span	  between	  20	  per	  cent	  and	  what	  is	  described	  as	  “less”	  than	  two	  per	  cent.	  Another	  example	  is	  how	  Vidal-­‐Quadras	   uses	   adjectives	   to	   structure	   a	   proposition	   of	   how	   incorporation	   of	   additional	  languages	   is	   not	   financially	   “viable”	   or	   “practical”,	   a	   viewpoint	   he	   presents	   as	   a	   fact	   with	   IR	  transitivity.	  Furthermore,	   the	  very	  practice	  of	  naming	  something	  or	  someone	  a	  “minority”	   is	  a	  way	   to	   position	   people	   or	   languages	   as	   marginalised	   and	   hence	   irrelevant	   in	   a	   discourse	   of	  numbers.	  Vidal-­‐Quadras,	  Swinburne	  and	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells	  are	  the	  chief	  promoters	  of	  this	  particular	  discourse.	  While	  the	  former	  uses	  this	  discourse	  to	  overlook	  regional	  languages	  such	  as	  Basque	  and	  Catalan,	  the	  latter	  uses	  it	  to	  justify	  Catalan’s	  right	  to	  be	  recognised.	  Swinburne	  simply	  uses	  it	  to	   bring	   about	   her	   point	   that	  minority	   languages	   cannot	   enjoy	   the	   same	   benefits	   as	  majority	  languages,	   because	   they	   have	   fewer	   speakers.	   Still,	   no	   matter	   the	   perspective,	   it	   remains	   a	  discourse	   that	   favours	   big	   languages,	   and	   is	   quite	   counterproductive	   to	   the	   Commissioner’s	  discourse	  about	  all	  languages	  being	  equal	  as	  well	  as	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells’	  own	  statement	  about	  all	  languages	  being	  equal,	  like	  all	  human	  beings	  (cf.	  5.10).	  In	  fact,	  the	  Commissioner	  steers	  clear	  of	  this	  discourse	  completely,	  probably	  because	  all	  recognised	  languages	  of	  the	  EU	  officially	  enjoy	  equal	   status.	   Should	   he	   ever	   employ	   a	   discursive	   strategy	   of	   numbers,	   viz.	   a	   right-­‐of-­‐the-­‐
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majority	   discourse,	   it	   would	   surely	   cause	   a	   clamour	   amongst	   smaller	   member	   states	   with	  relatively	   few	   speakers	   of	   their	   national	   languages.	   This	   is	   yet	   another	   contribution	   to	   the	  Commissioner’s	  political	  and	  discursive	  balancing	  act.	  If	  all	   languages	  are	  not	  welcome	  in	  a	  supranational	   institution	  one	  can	  only	  assume	  that	   it	  will	   be	   even	   more	   difficult	   to	   advocate	   for	   better	   multilingualism	   strategies	   within	   member	  states.	  While	  national	   languages,	  no	  matter	   their	  size,	  still	  enjoy	  the	  benefits	  and	  status	  of	   full	  multilingualism,	  a	  discourse	  of	  numbers	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  pave	  the	  road	  for	  a	  change	  in	  this	  respect.	  English	  is	  already	  vastly	  more	  preponderant	  in	  the	  EU,	  than	  any	  other	  language	  (47%	  with	  German	  being	  second	  with	  30%)	  even	  though	  it	  does	  not	  have	  the	  biggest	  number	  of	  native	  speakers;	  German	  does	  (18%	  against	  English’s	  13%)	  (EC	  2005:16).	  Likewise,	   it	   is	  deemed	  the	  most	  useful	  language	  to	  know	  by	  the	  European	  citizens	  (Eurobarometer	  2006:30).	  Furthermore,	  the	   EU	   is	   the	   only	   supranational	   institution	   that	   operates	   in	   all	   of	   its	  member	   states’	   official	  languages,	  hence	  there	  are	  already	  tendencies	  towards	  and	  existing	  examples	  of	  other	  practices.	  NATO	   and	   the	   UN	   for	   example	   both	   work	   in	   a	   few	   select	   languages.	   Should	   a	   discourse	   of	  numbers	   win	   sympathy,	   full	   multilingualism	   in	   the	   institutions	   might	   dwindle	   and	   the	  discussion	   about	   individual	   multilingualism	   in	   the	   member	   states	   might	   die	   with	   the	  institutional	   practice	   of	  multilingualism.	  A	   propagated	   discourse	   of	   numbers	  would	   surely	   be	  unfortunate	  for	  many	  small	  official	  languages	  of	  the	  EU,	  since	  there	  are	  many	  regional	  languages	  with	  many	  speakers.	  Small	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  would	  not	  stand	  much	  of	  a	  chance	  under	  such	  circumstances.	  Furthermore,	  though	  the	  discourse	  of	  numbers	  might	  help	  empower	  big	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages,	  it	  still	  represents	  a	  rationale	  of	  effectiveness	  and	  not	  one	  of	  democracy.	   Full	   multilingualism	   is	   the	   best	   way	   to	   ensure	   democracy	   in	   a	   supranational	  institution	  that	  intervenes	  on	  behalf	  of	  citizens	  from	  27	  different	  member	  states.	  If	  for	  example	  English	  were	   to	   be	   used	   as	   the	   only	  working	   language,	   it	  would	   disadvantage	   everybody	   not	  being	   insider	   speakers26	   as	   well	   as	   exclude	   some	   from	   even	   taking	   up	   a	   position	   in	   the	  institution,	  and	  it	  would	  severely	  injure	  the	  EU	  citizens’	  access	  to	  knowledge	  of	  what	  was	  going	  on	  in	  the	  union.	  That	  would	  be	  a	  democratic	  deficit	  indeed.	  
6.2	  The	  impact	  of	  EU	  language	  discourses	  on	  discursive	  and	  social	  practices	  	  	  In	   this	   final	   part	   of	   the	   discussion	   the	   impact	   of	   the	   above	   discussed	   language	   and	  multilingualism	  representations	  will	  be	  considered.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  26	  With	  this	  term	  I	  refer	  to	  people	  who	  are	  either	  native	  speakers	  or	  have	  a	  similar	  level	  of	  competence	  within	  a	  given	  language.	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It	   is	  a	  homage	  to	  languages	  and	  multilingualism	  that	  the	  Commissioner	  constructs	  them	  as	  having	  an	   important	  social	   role	  regarding	  solidarity,	  when	  he	  says	   that	   learning	  and	  speaking	  languages	   in	   one’s	   community	   will	   further	   and	   strengthen	   intercultural	   understanding.	  However,	  as	  previously	  discussed,	  there	  is	  little	  to	  indicate	  that	  people	  spontaneously	  learn	  the	  languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  them;	  rather	  they	   learn	  those	  beneficial	   to	  their	  own	  interests	  and	  those	  with	  high	  status,	  which	  today	  often	  is	  synonymous	  with	  English,	  not	   least	  within	  the	  EU	  (Calvet	  2006:63,66).	  Hence,	  a	  concrete	  strategy	  is	  needed	  if	  Danes	  are	  to	  start	  learning	  Turkish	  and	  Britons	  Hindi.	  	  As	  mentions	   earlier,	   statistics	   seem	   to	   indicate	   a	   tendency	   in	   language	   acquisition	   among	  Europeans	  that	  points	  towards	  English	  as	  the	  sole	  foreign	  language	  being	   learnt.	  The	  problem	  with	  prestigious	  world	  languages	  is	  that	  they	  create	  backwater	  languages,	  i.e.	  languages	  that	  are	  disadvantaged	   or	   cannot	   be	   used	   for	   relaying	   information	   because	   their	   statuses	   and	   hence	  spread	   are	   too	   low.	   That	   results	   in	   communicative	   problems	   of	   relaying	   research	   and	   know-­‐how,	  conducting	  business	  transactions,	  speaking	  to	  other	  nationalities	  no	  matter	  the	  setting	  and	  so	  forth.	  There	  is,	  however,	  also	  a	  social	  problem;	  to	  not	  speak	  these	  world	  languages	  is	  socially	  stigmatising.	   Hence,	   it	   is	   extremely	   interesting	   that	   the	   Commissioner	   or	   any	   of	   the	  parliamentarians	  do	  not	  mention	  the	  matter	  of	  world	  languages	  at	  all	  when	  engaging	  in	  a	  debate	  about	  minority	  and	  regional	   languages.	  They	  are	  all	  very	  keen	  on	  promoting	  these,	  but	  do	  not	  even	   pause	   to	   consider	   an	   obvious	   barrier	   such	   as	   the	   use	   of	   English	   as	   a	   lingua	   franca	   or	  international	  language	  which	  is	  leagues	  in	  front	  of	  the	  next	  most	  common	  EU	  language,	  namely	  German	   (cf.	   6.1.6).	   The	   Commissioner	   and	   parliamentarians’	   constructions	   of	   minority	   and	  regional	   languages,	   especially	   with	   regard	   to	   a	   discourse	   of	   numbers,	   do	   not	   promote	   the	  position	  of	  these	  languages	  compared	  to	  English	  and	  its	  status	  as	  the	  most	  beneficial	  language	  for	  international	  communication.	  Commissioner	  Orban	  does	  speak	  of	  reciprocal	  understanding	  based	   on	   learning	   other	   languages,	   in	   other	   words	   a	   competence	   in	   intercultural	  communication.	   However,	   “international”	   and	   “intercultural”	   signal	   something	   considerably	  dissimilar	  in	  a	  globalised	  and	  primarily	  capitalist	  world.	  	  Furthermore,	   when	   the	   Commissioner	   states	   that	   Europeans	   must	   teach	   and	   speak	   each	  others’	  languages,	  he	  does	  not	  address	  the	  issue	  that	  languages	  are	  goods	  which	  are	  unequally	  distributed	   between	   countries,	   classes	   and	   capabilities.	   Moreover,	   ”human	   beings	   are	   not	  always	   able	   to	   choose	   their	   languages,	   their	   choice	   is	   determined	   first	   and	   foremost	   by	   the	  milieu	   in	  which	   they	   find	   themselves,	   by	   the	   languages	   that	   coexist	   in	   this	   niche	   and	   then	  by	  their	   needs	   […]”	   (Calvet	   2006:58).	   Hence,	   if	   the	   EU	   Commission	   really	   wants	   to	   promote	   a	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discursive	   and	   social	   practice	   in	   Europe	   where	   Europeans	   are	   multilingual,	   that	   is,	   a	  counterweight	   to	   the	   sole	   preponderance	   of	   English,	   they	   will	   need	   a	   much	   more	   active	  discourse	  than	  the	  one	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  data	  of	  this	  thesis.	  An	  EU	  discourse	  must	  promote	  the	   relevance	   of	   languages	   and	   multilingualism	   in	   a	   more	   concrete	   way.	   Without	   such	   an	  empowerment	  discourse	  and	  proper	   strategies,	  only	   few	  Europeans	  will	  become	  multilingual,	  these	  being	  the	  group	  fitting	  the	  pattern	  of	  the	  “multilingual	  modern	  European”:	  	  	   A	   Eurobarometer	   survey	   from	   2006	   determined	   that	   the	   multilingual	   and	  modern	   European	   seems	   to	   be	   defined	   by	   a	   distinct	   socio-­‐demographic	  pattern.	   Generally,	   they	   are	   all	   young,	   well-­‐educated	   and	   come	   from	   a	  multilingual	   background	   because	   they	   are	   either	   born	   in	   or	   have	   a	   parent	  from	   another	   EU	   country.	   They	   tend	   to	   be	   students	   or	   have	   managerial	  positions,	  and	  they	  are	  motivated	  to	  learn.	  (Kraft	  2010:17)	  	   This	   distinct	   socio-­‐demographic	   pattern,	   together	   with	   the	   EU’s	   applauding	   of	   individual	  multilingualism	   may	   lead	   to	   a	   meritocracy	   where	   only	   a	   small	   portion	   of	   European	   citizens	  possess	   these	  desired	  qualifications.	  This	  would	   cause	   social	   disintegration	   rather	   than	   social	  cohesion.	  The	  same	  can	  be	  said	  for	  the	  views	  disseminated	  on	  intercultural	  understanding	  and	  respect.	   In	   the	   parliamentary	   debate,	   the	   Commissioner	   speaks	   about	   respect	   and	  understanding	  between	  Greeks	  and	  Hungarians,	  French	  and	  Britons,	  Poles	  and	  Danes,	  etc.,	  yet,	  there	   is	   no	  mentioning	   of	   Britons	  with	   Indian	   background,	   or	   African	   Frenchmen	   or	   Turkish	  Danes.	  There	  is	  no	  reflection	  on	  the	  “strong	  degree	  of	  cultural	  hybridity,	  reflecting	  the	  diversity	  of	  origins	  of	  the	  people	  living	  in	  the	  country,	  both	  of	  groups	  of	  long	  standing	  and	  those	  of	  more	  recent	   labour	  migrants	  and	  refugees”	  (Phillipson	  2003:58).	  Respect	  and	  understanding	  do	  not	  reach	  their	  full	  potential	  until	  it	  is	  recognised	  that	  communities	  are	  made	  up	  of	  different	  people	  and	  do	  not	  have	  essential	  cores	  or	  beings	  of	  their	  own	  as	  is	  the	  assumption	  in	  5.6	  when	  Orban	  speaks	  of	  the	  language,	  not	  languages,	  of	  a	  country.	  Such	  an	  recognition	  amongst	  the	  citizens	  of	  the	  member	  states	  might	  also	  herald	  the	  triumph	  of	  a	  common	  European	  identity.	  	  In	  the	  discourse	  analysed	  here,	  the	  relationships	  between	  languages	  and	  economy,	  business	  and	  the	  common	  market	  were	  completely	  omitted,	  except	  where	  a	  discourse	  of	  economics	  was	  employed	  as	  an	  argument	  against	  institutional	  multilingualism.	  As	  stated	  earlier	  (cf.	  4.2.3),	  the	  debate	  from	  which	  the	  data	  come	  is	  framed	  within	  a	  cultural	  heritage	  framework	  and	  it	  was	  a	  methodological	   reflection	   that	   this	   might	   limit	   some	   of	   the	   discourses	   on	   language	   and	  multilingualism.	  Obviously,	  economy	  and	  business	  could	  be	  areas	  left	  out	  of	  the	  debate	  because	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of	   its	   central	   cultural	   scope,	   yet	   “economy”	   was	   not	   left	   out	   when	   it	   served	   as	   an	   argument	  against	  multilingualism.	  That	  business,	  economy,	  the	  common	  market	  and	  competition	  were	  not	  more	   dominant	   in	   the	   discourses	   of	   the	   debate	   is	   probably	   connected	   to	   the	   participants’	  members’	   resources	  and	  mental	  models.	  These	  concepts	  simply	  do	  not	  belong	   to	   the	  order	  of	  culture,	  except	  as	  arguments	  against	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  issues.	  This,	  however,	  is	  unfortunate	  since	  economy	  and	  business	  are	  some	  of	  the	  most	  institutionalised	  social	  orders	  in	  the	  EU	  and	  they	  are	  deemed	  as	  some	  of	  the	  most,	  to	  some	  the	  most,	  important	  aspects	  of	  the	  union.	  Being	  discursively	   omitted	   from	   these	   orders	   of	   interest	   leave	   languages	   with	   a	   considerably	  weakened	  status.	  Language	  and	  multilingualism	  should	  be	  reconstructed	  as	  not	  solely	  cultural	  phenomena,	  but	  as	  something	  beneficial	  to	  economies	  and	  markets	  too.	  However,	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  should	  never	  be	  commodified	  or	  subordinated	  an	  order	  of	  economy.	  	  Ultimately,	  the	  discourses	  of	  the	  debate	  may	  have	  a	  rather	  mixed	  possible	  impact	  on	  social	  structures	  and	  practices.	  There	  are	  clear	  tendencies	  towards	  establishing	  a	  more	  inclusive	  and	  tolerant	   consciousness	   among	   EU	   member	   states	   and	   citizens,	   especially	   promoted	   by	   the	  Commissioner’s	   discourses	   and	   ideologies.	   Yet,	   there	   are	   also	   discourses	   directly	   challenging	  multilingualism,	  e.g.	  those	  on	  economy	  and	  numbers.	  Every	  discourse	  must	  be	  thought	  through,	  and	  their	  possible	  impacts	  in	  the	  different	  member	  states	  taken	  into	  careful	  consideration.	  The	  top-­‐down	  approach	  from	  the	  Commission	  is	  simply	  too	  removed	  from	  the	  parliamentarians	  who	  ideally	  ought	   to	  represent	   the	  bottom-­‐up	  views	  of	   the	  citizens.	  One	  can	  only	  begin	   to	   imagine	  how	  little	  actual	  citizens	  will	  identify	  with	  or	  understand	  the	  EU	  Commission’s	  discourses	  if	  the	  parliamentarians	  find	  them	  remote.	  The	  clashes	  of	  the	  debate	  are	  useful	  indicators	  of	  where	  the	  Commissioner	   and	   parliamentarians	   do	   not	   see	   eye	   to	   eye,	   and	  where	   either	  might	   consider	  adjusting	  their	  discourses	  and	  practices	  accordingly.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  however,	  there	  should	  be	   principal	   norms	   and	   guidelines	   as	   well	   as	   practical	   considerations.	   Yet,	   if	   languages,	  especially	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages,	  as	  well	  as	  multilingualism	  are	  to	  be	  more	  promoted,	  a	  more	   integrated	  fusion	  between	  principal	   top-­‐down	  and	  practical	  bottom-­‐up	  discourses	  and	  practices	  will	  have	  to	  be	  established.	  If	  not,	  the	  discourses,	  alongside	  the	  clashes	  between	  them,	  will	  be	  virtually	  insignificant	  as	  they	  will	  simply	  run	  along	  two	  different	  tracks,	  one	  national	  and	  one	   supranational,	   and	   reproduce	   themselves	  within	   these	  distinct	  orders,	  but	  never	  gain	   the	  benefit	  of	  creative	  processes	  from	  a	  dialectic	  relationship	  between	  them.	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7	  Conclusion	  	  A	  considerable	  number	  of	  ideologies	  are	  represented	  in	  the	  excerpts	  analysed.	  Many	  of	  them	  are	  quite	   overt,	   such	   as	   unity,	   diversity,	   respect	   of	   all	   humans	   and	   languages,	   intercultural	  understanding,	  solidarity	  and	  so	  forth.	  While	  all	  of	  these	  are	  agreeable	  and	  should	  be	  aspired	  to	  in	   all	   aspects,	   they	   also	   easily	   remain	   at	   a	   quite	   abstract	   level.	   This	   is	   due	   to	   linguistic	  constructions	   achieved	   through	   the	   use	   of	   nominalisations,	   abstract	   nouns,	   transformation,	  mystification	   or	  MAE	   instead	   of	  MAI	   transitivity.	   As	  we	   saw	   in	   the	   analysis,	   obscured	   agency	  through	   all	   of	   these	   means	   is	   particularly	   common	   in	   the	   Commissioner’s	   discourse.	   He	  constructs	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  in	  the	  context	  of	  all	  of	  the	  above-­‐mentioned	  ideologies,	  but	  he	  never	  formulates	  active	  and	  tangible	  strategies	  of	  multilingualism	  that	  could	  aid	  minority	  and	  regional	  speakers	  as	  well	  as	  their	  languages.	  This	  results	  in	  an	  unfortunate	  discourse	  where	  these	  abstract	   ideologies	  come	  to	  be	  more	  significant	  than	  the	  actual	   implementation	  of	  them,	  e.g.	  through	  empowerment	  of	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages.	  By	  obscuring	  agency,	  Commissioner	  Orban	  has	   the	  chance	   to	  express	  all	   the	  Commission’s	  ideologies	   and	   good	   intentions	   about	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   without	   ever	   having	   to	  shame	  or	  blame	  any	  of	  the	  member	  states.	  He	  can	  even	  clearly	  signal	  that	  their	  state	  sovereignty	  will	  not	  be	  imposed	  upon.	  This	  was	  seen	  in	  the	  Commissioner’s	  text	  e.g.	  when	  he	  stresses	  that	  language	   and	  multilingualism	   are	   essential,	   but	   also	   that	   these	   are	   domains	   belonging	   under	  national	  legislation.	  This	  discourse	  downplays	  the	  impact	  of	  his	  discourse	  regarding	  the	  actual	  topic,	  language	  and	  multilingualism,	  but	  serves	  the	  purpose	  of	  balancing	  between	  supranational	  and	   national	   interests	   as	   well	   as	   minimising	   the	   institutional	   distance	   between	   himself	   as	  representative	   of	   the	   Commission	   and	   the	   parliamentarians.	   Should	   the	   institutional	   distance	  become	  too	  considerable,	  the	  Commissioner	  might	  lose	  his	  connection	  to	  the	  parliamentarians	  and	   hence	   his	   opportunity	   to	   change	   language	   and	   multilingualism	   practices	   through	   his	  discourse,	  as	  he	  might	  be	  considered	  too	  remote	  from	  the	  actual	  situations	  within	  Europe	  and	  the	   citizens.	   It	   is	   paramount	   not	   to	   lose	   contact	   with	   the	   parliamentarians	   as	   they	   are	  representatives	  of	  their	  respective	  member	  states	  and	  the	  ones	  who	  mediate	  EU	  policy	  to	  their	  citizens.	  In	  other	  words,	  they	  are	  one	  of	  the	  Commissioner’s	  best	  ways	  to	  gain	  access	  to	  a	  broad	  public	  of	  EU	  citizens	  and	  hence	  gain	  real	  influence	  and	  have	  a	  chance	  to	  change	  practices	  in	  the	  member	  states.	  After	  all,	   each	  and	  every	  democratic	   state	   is	  dependent	  on	   its	   citizens’	  wishes	  and	   approval.	   If	   a	   discourse	   does	   not	   become	   part	   of	   their	   members’	   resources	   and	   mental	  models	  it	  has	  a	  rather	  restricted,	  if	  any,	  way	  of	  influencing	  institutional	  and	  social	  practices.	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In	   the	   analysis,	   it	   was	   demonstrated	   how	   IR	   transitivity,	   often	   supported	   by	   equating	   or	  contrasting,	   is	  preponderant	  in	  the	  Commissioner’s	  as	  well	  as	  parliamentarians’	  contributions.	  They	  all	  want	  to	  define	  what	  language	  or	  multilingualism	  is.	  Generally,	  they	  are	  all	  quite	  happy	  to	  construct	  language	  and	  multilingualism	  within	  an	  order	  of	  culture.	  Since	  they	  place	  language	  and	   multilingualism	   solely	   in	   this	   order,	   it	   ends	   in	   the	   problem	   that	   language	   and	  multilingualism	   are	   not	   discursively	   represented	   within	   domains	   such	   as	   economy	   and	  commerce	  –	  at	  least	  not	  with	  regard	  to	  their	  beneficial	  impacts	  on	  these	  areas.	  This	  observation	  leads	   to	   some	   of	   the	   discrepancies	   between	   their	   representations.	   While	   the	   Commissioner	  constructs	   language	   and	  multilingualism	  as	   essential	   and	  beneficial	   aspects	   of	   the	  union	  with	  regard	  to	  cooperation	  and	  human	  rights,	  some	  of	  the	  parliamentarians	  tend	  to	  think	  of	  language	  diversity	  and	  multilingualism	  as	  either	  financial	  expenses,	  “linguistic	  wellness”,	  or	  even	  grounds	  for	  internal	  war	  rather	  than	  unity.	  	  Moreover,	  there	  is	  a	  discrepancy	  between	  the	  symbolic	  and	  practical	  functions	  of	   language	  and	   multilingualism.	   The	   symbolic	   function	   is	   to	   signal	   equality	   between	   all	   peoples	   and	  cultures,	  at	  least	  European	  ones,	  by	  letting	  languages	  represent	  these.	  This	  function	  emphasises	  ideologies	  of	  unity	  and	  solidarity	  which	  are	  preponderant	  due	  to	  the	  history	  of	  Europe’s	  wars	  in	  the	  20th	  century	  and	  hence	  the	  founding	  history	  of	  the	  European	  Union.	  Everybody	  might	  seem	  to	  agree	  with	  and	  recognise	  this	  symbolic	  function;	  however	  the	  debate	  clarifies	  that	  this	  is	  not	  the	  actual	  practice	  though	  it	  may	  be	  the	  discourse.	  Parliamentarians	  such	  as	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells	  and	  Dodds	  highlight	  how	   languages	   in	   their	   respective	  countries	  are	  being	  suppressed	  due	   to	  political	   struggles	   for	   power	   and	   influence.	   The	   practical	   function	   deals	   with	   actual	  communication,	  and	  is	  visible	   in	  the	  EU’s	  policy	  on	  full	   institutional	  multilingualism	  as	  well	  as	  declarations	  of	   intent	   about	  promoting	   individual	  multilingualism	  among	   the	  EU	  citizens.	  The	  official	  policy	  of	  the	  EU	  propagates	  full	   institutional	  multilingualism	  as	  the	  only	  way	  to	  ensure	  democracy	  within	  the	  multilateral	  institution.	  Still,	  the	  policy	  of	  institutional	  multilingualism	  is	  often	  challenged	  by	  financial	  discourses	  and	  claims,	  as	  could	  also	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  analysis.	  Since	  economy	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  naturalised	  ideologies	  of	  the	  present	  day,	  discourses	  founded	  in	  it	  are	  weighty	  and	  seldom	  questioned.	  	  Ultimately,	  it	  can	  be	  said	  that	  one	  of	  the	  core	  challenges	  for	  the	  European	  Union	  is	  to	  find	  a	  discourse	   as	  well	   as	   a	   practical	   strategy,	  which	   recognise	   that	   languages	   and	  multilingualism	  have	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  symbolic	  value.	  Languages	  signal	  what	  the	  union	  is	  constituted	  of,	  and	  at	  the	  moment	   this	   definition	   is	   on	   national	   terms.	   At	   the	   same	   time	   language	   and	  multilingualism	  have	  to	  function	  at	  a	  practical	  level	  in	  the	  EU	  institutions	  with	  full	  institutional	  multilingualism,	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but	   also	   at	   an	   individual	   level	   among	   the	  European	   citizens	   –	   among	  majority-­‐	   and	  minority-­‐language	   speakers	   alike.	   For	   the	   latter	   purpose,	   there	   have	   to	   be	  more	   active	   strategies	   and	  policies,	   but	   also	   more	   straightforward	   discourses	   with	   less	   focus	   on	   power-­‐balancing.	   The	  Commissioner’s	   contributions	   to	   this	   debate	   surely	   show	   an	   attempt	   to	   grant	   all	   languages	  within	   Europe	   the	   same	   status	   by	   arguing	   in	   favour	   of	   expansion	   of,	   especially	   individual,	  multilingualism.	   However,	   his	   discourse	   is	   challenged	  with	   discourses	   of	   economy,	   efficiency	  and	  numbers.	  These	  latter	  discourses	  are	  not	  wrong,	  but	  they	  only	  take	  into	  consideration	  the	  practical	  parts	  –	  though	  they	  may	  also	  very	  well	  be	  misused	  on	  a	  covert	  level	  to	  repress	  regional	  and	  minority	  speakers	  and	  languages.	  Likewise,	  his	  dominant	  discourse	  of	  unity-­‐in-­‐diversity	  is	  also	   falsified	   through	  specific	   examples	  where	  diversity	  does	  not	  equal	  unity	  but	   cultural	   and	  political	  contention.	  This	  shows	  that	  above	  all,	  the	  EU	  must	  make	  sure	  that	  top-­‐down	  discourses	  and	   bottom-­‐up	   practices	   engage	   in	   a	   dialectical	   relationship	   so	   as	   to	   integrate	   the	   desired	  ideologies	  with	  the	  actual	  practices.	  
8	  Resumé	  	  Specialets	  formål	  er	  at	  identificere	  repræsentationer,	  forstået	  som	  diskurser	  og	  bagvedliggende	  ideologier,	   om	   sprog	   og	   flersprogethed	   i	   EU,	   samt	   deres	   betydning	   for	   sprogpraksis	   på	  samfundsplan.	   Disse	   repræsentationer	   er	   ikke	   funderet	   i	   kvantitativ	   data,	   men	   i	   data	   fra	   en	  debat	  i	  Europaparlamentet	  mellem	  kommissæren	  for	  flersprogethed	  og	  flere	  parlamentarikere.	  Den	  empiriske	  data	  giver	  derved	  et	  indblik	  i	  processerne	  og	  den	  diskursive	  situation	  bag	  officiel	  EU-­‐lovgivning	  og	  -­‐diskurs.	  Opgaven	   er	   teoretisk	   forankret	   i	   diskursteori,	   især	   Critical	   Discourse	   Analysis	   (CDA)	  repræsenteret	   ved	   Norman	   Fairclough	   og	   Teun	   van	   Dijk.	   Centralt	   for	   specialet	   står	   særligt	  sidstnævntes	   forståelse	   af	   ideologi	   og	  begreb	  om	  sociale	   repræsentationer,	  mens	   førstnævnte	  især	   bidrager	   med	   en	   teori	   om	   naturaliseringsprocesser,	   der	   leder	   til,	   at	   ideologier	   bliver	  almengyldige.	  Ligeledes	  er	  hans	  begreb	  members’	  resources	  anvendt.	  Ydermere	  inddrages	  også	  politisk	   orienteret	   diskursteori	   repræsenteret	   ved	   David	   Howarth	   og	   Yannis	   Stavrakasis.	  Endelig	  er	  også	  en	  kortfattet	   introduktion	  til	  M.	  A.	  K.	  Hallidays	  teori	  om	  funktionel	  grammatik	  medtaget.	  Metodisk	  bevæger	  specialet	  sig	  inden	  for	  socialkonstruktivisme,	  i	  og	  med	  det	  bygger	  på	  en	  forudsætning	  om,	  at	  verden	  ændres	  i	  takt	  med	  det	  dialektiske	  sammenspil	  mellem	  diskurs	  og	  praksis.	   I	  det	  metodiske	  valg	   ligger	  også	  begrundelsen	  for	  studiet	  af	  sprog	  og	  diskurser.	  De	  praksisser,	  der	  affødes	  af	  sproget,	  vil	  i	  sidste	  instans	  påvirke	  den	  samlede	  sociale	  orientering.	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Specialets	  data	  er	   interessant	   fordi	  den	  giver	  et	   indblik	   i	   to	  EU-­‐institutioner	   i	   sammenspil.	  Således	   reflekteres	   uoverensstemmelser	   mellem	   EU-­‐kommissærens	   diskursive	   tilgang	   og	  parlamentarikernes	   –	   et	   indblik	   der	   ikke	   opnås	   ved	   at	   studere	   og	   analysere	   formelle	  dokumenter	  eller	  love.	  Dele	  af	  debatten	  er	  blevet	  udvalgt	  ud	  fra	  specifikke	  kriterier	  og	  derefter	  underlagt	  en	  grammatisk	  såvel	  som	  semantisk	  analyse.	  I	  analysen	  bruges	  tre	  analyseredskaber,	  der	   ligger	   vægt	   på	   henholdsvis,	   1)	   hvordan	   en	   tekst	   navngiver	   og	   beskriver	   gennem	   brug	   af	  substantiver,	  adjektiver	  og	  adverbier,	  2)	  hvordan	  den	   	  skaber	  sammenligninger	  og	  kontraster,	  og	   3)	   hvordan	   verber	   bruges	   til	   enten	   at	   beskrive	   en	   handling,	   en	   hændelse	   eller	   en	   tilstand.	  Disse	   analyseredskaber	   er	   ikke	   mindst	   vigtige	   for	   at	   kunne	   afdække	   de	   ideologiske	  bevæggrunde	  for	  forskellige	  diskurser.	  Gennem	   grammatisk	   og	   semantisk	   analyse	   identificeres	   en	   række	   diskurser,	   der	   alle	  kommer	   i	   spil	   i	   de	   udvalgte	   dele	   af	   debatten.	   Disse	   er:	   kultur,	   diversitet,	   enighed,	  statssuverænitet,	   økonomi	   og	   størrelse.	   Derudover	   belyser	   analysen	   også	   de	   forskellige	  ideologier,	   der	   ligger	   til	   grund	   for	   disse	   diskurser.	   I	   alle	   de	   udvalgte	   dele	   er	   der	   en	   generel	  tendens	  til	  at	  bruge	  kopula	  ”is”	  til	  at	  beskrive	  et	  bestemt	  syn	  på	  sprog	  eller	  flersprogethed.	  Der	  er	   altså	   en	   udpræget	   tendens	   til	   definition.	   Dette	   følges	   op	   af	   hyppig	   brug	   af	   beskrivende	  adjektiver	  samt	  relative	  ”that”-­‐sætninger,	  hvilket	  implicit	  indikerer	  talerens	  mening	  om	  emnet.	  Hvorimod	   sætningernes	   objekt	   ofte	   beskrives	   detaljeret,	   er	   der	   en	   tilbøjelighed	   fra	  kommissærens	  side	  til	  at	  sløre	  sætningernes	  egentlige	  subjekter	  eller	  aktører.	  Dette	  gøres	  ved	  hjælp	  af	  nominaliseringer,	   abstrakte	   substantiver	  eller	  passive	   sætningskonstruktioner.	  Denne	  diskursive	  praksis	  ses	  som	  et	  udtryk	  for	  den	  hårfine	  balancegang	  kommissæren	  må	  udøve.	  På	  den	  ene	  side	  skal	  han	  forsvare	  sprog	  og	  flersprogethed,	  områder	  der	  hører	  under	  de	  respektive	  medlemslandes	   lovgivning,	   og	   på	   den	   anden	   side	   skal	   han	   vise	   respekt	   for	  medlemslandenes	  statssuverænitet.	  Ved	  at	  udelade	  specifikke	  aktører	  i	  sine	  sætninger	  kan	  kommissæren	  udlægge	  EU’s	   generelle	   holdning	   til	   sprog	   og	   flersprogethed	   uden	   at	   kritisere	   nogen	   landes	   politikker	  direkte.	  Overordnet	  set	   lægger	  kommissæren	  vægt	  på	  de	  europæiske	  sprog	  som	  et	  udtryk	   for	  EU’s	  kulturelle	  mangfoldighed	  og	  flersprogethed	  som	  et	  symbol	  på,	  hvordan	  EU-­‐samfundet	  kan	  være	  ”forenet	  i	  mangfoldighed”.	  Parlamentarikernes	   indlæg	  er	  mere	   forskelligartede	  og	  afspejler	  hver	   især	  vigtige	  pointer.	  For	   eksempel	   fremstiller	   den	   nordirske	   parlamentariker,	   hvordan	   sprog	   ligeså	   vel	   kan	   være	  roden	   til	   strid	   som	   til	   fred.	   Den	   catalanske	   fremhæver,	   hvordan	   regionale	   sprog	   bliver	  undertrykt	   af	   nationale	   sprog,	   og	   derved	   implicit	   hvordan	   statssuverænitet	   inden	   for	  sprogområdet	   kun	   er	   en	   fordel	   for	   en	   bestemt	   del	   af	   EU-­‐borgerne,	   dvs.	   de	   der	   taler	  
	  101	  
medlemslandenes	   nationalsprog.	   Sidst	  men	   ikke	  mindst	   fremhæver	   den	  walisiske	   og	   spanske	  parlamentariker	  de	  økonomiske	  omkostninger	  ved	  flersprogethed.	  Til	  grund	  for	  alle	  diskurser	  ligger	   forskellige	   ideologier	   rangerende	   fra	   økonomi,	   eller	   kapitalisme	   om	   man	   vil,	   til	   social	  solidaritet	  og	  samhørighed.	  Specialets	   konklusion	   er,	   at	   disse	   forskellige	   repræsentationer	   viser	   en	   klar	   tendens	   til	   at	  fastlåse	   sprog	   og	   flersprogethed	   i	   en	   udelukkende	   kulturel	   dimension	   eller	   som	   symboler	   på	  overordnede	   ideologier	   om	   enighed	   trods	   forskellighed.	   Derudover	   fremstilles	   sprog	   og	  flersprogethed	  også	   som	  økonomisk	  og	  praktisk	  uholdbare	   størrelser.	  Disse	   repræsentationer	  kan	   have	   uheldige	   implikationer	   for	   sprogpraksis	   på	   samfundsniveau,	   da	   den	   meget	   strenge	  kulturelle	  ramme	  kan	  udelukke	  sprog	  fra	  andre	  samfundssfærer.	  Det	  foreslås	  derfor	  bl.a.,	  at	  der,	  ud	   over	   den	   vigtige	   kulturelle	   og	   sociale	   dimension,	   stilles	   mere	   skarpt	   på	   sprogs	   og	  flersprogetheds	  gavnlige	  indvirkning	  på	  f.eks.	  erhvervsliv.	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10	  Appendix	  I:	  Transcription	  	   1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Begin	  2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Languages:	   eng	  3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Participants:	   PPP	  Unidentified,	  SCH	  Schmitt	  Speaker,	  ORB	  Orban	  Speaker,	  4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   BAU	  Bauer	  Speaker,	  SWO	  Swoboda	  Speaker,	  HAG	  Haglund	  Speaker,	  ZDA	  5	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Zdanoka	  Speaker,	  BOK	  Bokros	  Speaker,	  PAS	  Paska	  Speaker,	  BAL	  Balczó	  6	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Speaker,	  GAL	  Gál	  Speaker,	  ZAL	  Zala	  Speaker,	  KOZ	  Kozlík	  Speaker,	  TOM	  7	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Tomasevski	  Speaker,	  DOD	  Dodds	  Speaker,	  VID	  Vidal-­‐Quadras	  Speaker,	  8	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   TAB	  Tabajdi	  Speaker,	  BAR	  Bilbao	  Speaker,	  SWI	  Swinburne	  Speaker,	  ZAB	  9	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Záborská	  Speaker,	  TRE	  Tremosa	  Speaker,	  KAZ	  Kazak	  Speaker,	  KOS	  Kósa	  10	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Speaker,	  BEN	  Benová	  Speaker,	  GAH	  Gahler	  Speaker,	  GON	  Göncz	  Speaker,	  11	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   TOK	  Tökés	  Speaker,	  NEV	  Neved'alová	  Speaker,	  SUR	  Surján	  Speaker,	  SMO	  12	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Smolková	  Speaker,	  SOG	  Sógor	  Speaker	  13	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Options:	  14	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|change_corpus_later|PPP|||||Unidentified|||	  15	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Chairman	  Pál	  Scmitt|SCH||male|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  16	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Commissioner	   Leonard	  Orban|ORB||male|Romania|Romanian|Speaker|||	  17	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Edit	  Bauer|BAU|||Hungarian	  from	  18	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Slovakia|Hungarian/Slovakian|Speaker|||	  19	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Hannes	  20	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Swoboda|SWO||male|Austria|German|Speaker|||	  21	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Carl	  Haglund|HAG||male|Finland	  (Swedish	  22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   People's	   Party)|Swedish|Speaker|||	  23	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Tatjana	  Zdanoka|ZDA||female|Latvia	  24	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (Russian-­‐speaking)|English|Speaker|||	  25	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Lajos	  26	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Bokros|BOK||male|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  27	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Jaroslav	  28	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Paska|PAS||male|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  29	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Zoltán	  30	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Balczó|BAL||male|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  31	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Kinga	  32	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Gál|GAL||female|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  33	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Boris	  34	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Zala|ZAL||male|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  35	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Sergej	  36	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Kozlík|KOZ||male|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  37	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Valdemar	  38	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Tomasevski|TOM||male|Lithuania|Polish|Speaker|||	  39	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Diane	  Dodds|DOD||female|Northern	  40	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Ireland|English|Speaker|||	  41	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Alejo	  Vidal-­‐Quadras|VID||male|Spain	  42	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (Barcelona)|Spanish|Speaker|||	  43	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Csaba	  Sándor	  44	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Tabajdi|TAB||male|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	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45	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Izaskun	  Bilbao	  Barandica|BAR||female|Spain	  46	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (Basque	   Country)|Spanish|Speaker|||	  47	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Kay	  48	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Swinburne|SWI||female|Wales|English/Welsh|Speaker|||	  49	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Anna	  50	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Záborská|ZAB||female|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  51	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Ramon	  Tremosa	  i	  Balcells|TRE||male|Spain	  52	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (Barcelona)|Spanish/English|Speaker|||	  53	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Metin	  54	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Kazak|KAZ||male|Bulgaria|Bulgarian|Speaker|||	  55	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Ádám	  Kósa|KOS||male|Hungary|Sign	  56	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Language|Speaker|||	  57	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Monika	  Flasiková	  58	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Benová|BEN||female|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  59	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Michael	  60	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Gahler|GAH||male|Germany|German|Speaker|||	  61	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Kinga	  62	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Göncz|GON||female|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  63	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  László	  Tökés|TOK||male|Romania	  (Hungarian	  64	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ethnicity)|Romanian/Hungarian/Russian?|Speaker|||	  65	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Katarina	  66	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Neved'alová|NEV||female|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  67	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  László	  68	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Surján|SUR||male|Hungary|Hungarian|Speaker|||	  69	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	  Monika	  70	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   Smolková|SMO||female|Slovakia|Slovakian|Speaker|||	  71	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @ID:	   eng|Parliamentarian	   Csaba	  Sógor|SOG||male|Romania|Romanian|Speaker|||	  72	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Media:	   Kamilla1b,	  video	  73	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Situation:	   Debate	  74	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Date:	   24-­‐NOV-­‐2009	  75	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Location:	   European	  Parliament,	  Bruxelles	  76	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Tape	  Location:	  77	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Transcriber:	  Kamilla	  Kraft	  78	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Transcription:	   partial	  79	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  @Comment:	  80	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  81	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   this	  is	  a	  commission	  statement	  on	  the	  use	  of	  minority	  82	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  	  83	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   within	  the	  framework	  of	  the	  european	  cultural	  heritage	  	  84	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  85	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   first	  of	  all	  (0.4)	  on	  behalf	  of	  the	  european	  commission	  i	  would	  like	  86	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  give	  the	  floor	  to	  commissioner	  orban	  	  87	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.7)	  	  88	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   welcome	  commissioner	  	  89	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.3)	  	  90	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   turn-­‐taking	  91	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.1)	  	  92	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   during	  which	  ORB	  speaks	  
	  107	  
93	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   presidents	  	  94	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.7)	  	  95	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  (0.7)	  	  96	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  general	  aim	  of	  the	  european	  policy	  of	  multilingualism	  is	  97	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  	  98	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.0)	  	  99	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   highlight	  all	  of	  the	  languages	  that	  are	  used	  erh	  in	  the	  erh	  (0.5)	  100	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   e_u_	  	  101	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   according	  to	  the	  treaty	  (0.6)	  	  102	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erhm	  community	  action	  (0.7)	  	  103	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   should	  aim	  to	  encourage	  eh	  cooperation	  among	  the	  member	  states	  	  104	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  order	  to	  (0.4)	  provide	  a	  contribution	  (0.5)	  to	  (0.4)	  erhm	  	  105	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   cultural	  dive-­‐	  versity	  while	  respecting	  that	  erh	  diversity	  on	  the	  106	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   national	  and	  regional	  levels	  	  107	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.5)	  	  108	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   draws	  in	  air	  during	  pause	  109	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   and	  we	  should	  eh	  (0.4)	  put	  a	  focus	  on	  our	  (.)	  europea-­‐	  common	  110	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   european	  erh	  (0.3)	  cultural	  heritage	  	  111	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  the	  european	  commission	  working	  closely	  with	  the	  member	  112	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   states	  eh	  	  113	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   implements	  a	  strategy	  to	  promote	  multilingualism	  and	  linguistic	  114	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   diversity	  	  115	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.5)	  	  116	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   there	  is	  a	  document	  that	  was	  adopted	  in	  september	  two	  thousand	  and	  117	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eight	  	  118	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  aims	  to	  (1.0)	  	  119	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   aims	  is	  drawn	  out	  120	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   cover	  all	  the	  languages	  used	  in	  the	  european	  union	  	  121	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  of	  these	  languages	  er	  (0.4)	  are	  part	  and	  parcel	  of	  our	  europea-­‐	  122	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   common	  european	  cultural	  heritage	  	  123	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  national	  (0.4)	  and	  regional	  languages	  minority	  languages	  and	  124	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   immigrant	  languages	  spoken	  in	  the	  european	  union	  	  125	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.6)	  	  126	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   create	  added	  value	  to	  our	  common	  cultural	  heritage	  	  127	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  you	  all	  know	  the	  european	  commission	  has	  invited	  the	  member	  128	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   states	  	  129	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  take	  into	  consideration	  (0.6)	  erh	  the	  arm	  	  130	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.8)	  	  131	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   erh	  	  132	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.9)	  	  133	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   teaching	  of	  erh	  minoriting	  languages	  	  134	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   should	  probably	  be	  minority	  135	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   so	  within	  their	  eh	  curricula	  in	  order	  to	  (0.3)	  promote	  cultural	  136	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   diversity	  (1.5)	  in	  this	  area	  	  137	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  138	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   of	  course	  this	  is	  not	  to	  erm	  replace	  what	  is	  done	  by	  member	  states	  	  139	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  is	  something	  to	  (0.4)	  erh	  complement	  it	  	  140	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.5)	  	  141	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   the	  major	  erh	  financing	  instruments	  which	  are	  available	  to	  the	  
	  108	  
142	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   european	  union	  	  143	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   are	  the	  erm	  (0.8)	  lifelong	  erh	  (0.5)	  learning	  programme	  (0.4)	  erm	  144	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  two	  thousand	  seven	  to	  two	  thousand	  thirteen	  	  145	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   covering	  all	  e_u_	  languages	  including	  minority	  and	  regional	  146	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  	  147	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.2)	  	  148	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   there	  is	  no	  community	  (0.3)	  legislation	  governing	  the	  use	  of	  149	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  in	  member	  states	  (0.4)	  	  150	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   having	  said	  that	  (0.8)	  neither	  the	  (0.3)	  er	  the	  treaty	  does	  not	  um	  151	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   allow	  for	  competencies	  to	  allow	  for	  legislation	  to	  be	  created	  in	  152	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  area	  	  153	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  154	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   respecting	  cultural	  diversity	  (0.2)	  is	  a	  part	  of	  er	  the	  er	  european	  155	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   charter	  of	  fundamental	  rights	  article	  twenty	  two	  	  156	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  er	  (0.7)	  cultural	  and	  linguistic	  diversity	  is	  to	  re-­‐	  (0.4)	  be	  157	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   respected	  as	  you	  know	  (0.5)	  	  	  158	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  charter	  (0.9)	  covers	  the	  institutions	  of	  the	  eh	  e_u	  and	  the	  159	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   member	  states	  eh	  (0.7)	  	  160	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  the	  extent	  that	  the	  institutions	  erh	  (0.3)	  	  161	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  implement	  eh	  leg-­‐	  community	  legislation	  so	  (0.4)	  member	  states	  162	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   have	  eh	  the	  decision	  making	  power	  (0.4)	  	  163	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  terms	  of	  their	  internal	  (0.3)	  linguistic	  policy	  	  164	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  includes	  (0.3)	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  	  165	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  166	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   protecting	  erm	  (0.7)	  national	  minorities	  is	  part	  and	  parcel	  of	  167	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   respecting	  human	  rights	  	  168	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.1)	  	  169	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   this	  is	  one	  of	  the	  (0.9)	  principles	  according	  to	  which	  the	  european	  170	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   union	  was	  build	  of	  this	  	  171	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.3)	  	  172	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  according	  to	  article	  six	  of	  the	  treaty	  (0.9)	  	  173	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  member	  states	  (0.4)	  should	  use	  all	  the	  legal	  instruments	  erh	  174	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  available	  to	  them	  (0.3)	  	  175	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  order	  to	  guarantee	  (0.4)	  the	  rights	  of	  persons	  who	  are	  part	  of	  a	  176	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   national	  minorities	  	  177	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.9)	  	  178	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   according	  to	  (0.3)	  this	  should	  be	  done	  according	  to	  the	  national	  179	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   constitutions	  	  180	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  (0.3)	  duties	  and	  obligations	  eh	  enshrined	  in	  international	  181	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   conventions	  	  182	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.0)	  	  183	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   international	  law	  would	  cover	  the	  european	  charter	  for	  regional	  and	  184	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   minority	  languages	  of	  the	  council	  of	  europe	  	  185	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  represents	  (0.5)	  eh	  an	  exhaustive	  framework	  in	  this	  area	  (0.3)	  	  186	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  also	  (0.4)	  covers	  the	  o_e_c_d	  (0.3)	  recommendations	  	  187	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.2)	  	  188	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   the	  european	  parliament	  has	  made	  reference	  to	  this	  on	  various	  189	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   occasions	  	  190	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.1)	  	  
	  109	  
191	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   during	  this	  Schmítt	  speaks	  192	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   before	  we	  (0.6)	  move	  on	  to	  the	  contributions	  of	  the	  groups	  (0.7)	  	  193	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   can	  i	  (.)	  ask	  (1.8)	  all	  of	  you	  given	  that	  the	  speakers'	  list	  is	  very	  194	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   long	  (2.4)	  	  195	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thirty	  (0.4)	  members	  (0.9)	  have	  asked	  for	  the	  floor	  	  196	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  please	  can	  you	  stick	  to	  the	  time	  	  197	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   edith	  bauer	  has	  the	  floor	  one	  and	  half	  a	  minutes	  	  198	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.1)	  	  199	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   Bauer	  speaks	  200	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  mister	  president	  (0.3)	  	  201	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  the	  languages	  and	  th-­‐	  the	  cultures	  in	  europe	  and	  out	  to	  cultural	  202	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eh	  cultural	  heritage	  as	  the	  commissioner	  said	  	  203	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  can't	  talk	  about	  minority	  or	  majority	  languages	  	  204	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ⁇so	  that	  said⁇	  language	  uses	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  fundamental	  rights	  205	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  206	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ⁇	  is	  a	  unicorn	  sign	  207	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   and	  this	  is	  in	  article	  twenty	  two	  of	  the	  charter	  of	  fundamental	  208	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   rights	  	  209	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  is	  not	  going	  xxxx	  that	  the	  erm	  (.)	  community	  of	  ⁇nations⁇	  is	  very	  210	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eh	  sensitive	  (.)	  to	  erm	  the	  legal	  situation	  erm	  (.)	  in	  this	  area	  211	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  212	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  am	  speaking	  erh	  on	  behalf	  of	  five	  hundred	  million	  (0.5)	  	  213	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (0.3)	  who	  are	  considered	  minority	  (.)	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  their	  214	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   rights	  were	  reduced	  under	  the	  erm	  erh	  (0.2)	  	  215	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  erh	  xx	  xx	  xx	  (.)	  	  216	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  example	  erh	  (0.3)	  where	  (0.3)	  there	  is	  a	  minority	  of	  ⁇listen⁇	  217	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   twenty	  percent	  of	  the	  doctors	  communicates	  in	  the	  national	  (.)	  218	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  of	  the	  country	  	  219	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ⁇	  is	  unicorn	  sign	  220	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.0)	  	  221	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   also	  sought	  appli-­‐	  er	  er	  applied	  to	  erh	  the	  fire	  bregade	  eh	  erh	  and	  222	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   other	  (0.5)	  erm	  (0.8)	  jobs	  (0.5)	  	  223	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  on	  article	  six	  (.)	  so	  if	  we	  (0.8)	  look	  at	  the	  at	  (0.3)	  the	  224	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   texts	  of	  publications	  (0.9)	  	  225	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   first	  and	  foremost	  the	  state's	  language	  has	  to	  be	  used	  (1.2)	  	  226	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (1.4)	  	  227	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  erh	  the	  text	  of	  that	  language	  would	  be	  in	  erh	  larger	  letters	  	  228	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  other	  words	  that	  other	  (.)	  erh	  languages	  would	  erh	  be	  considered	  229	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erm	  less	  important	  	  230	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  penalties	  or	  fines	  have	  to	  be	  paid	  in	  certain	  cases	  (0.8)	  	  231	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (.)	  why	  (0.6)	  should	  people	  be	  eh	  penalised	  for	  speaking	  their	  232	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mother	  tongue	  (0.3)	  	  233	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  sort	  of	  legislation	  (.)	  erh	  isn't	  (.)	  right	  isn't	  proper	  	  234	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  235	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   slovac	  (0.4)	  legislators	  (2.1)	  	  236	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   er	  did	  not	  take	  these	  ()	  various	  ⁇subdivisions⁇	  on	  the	  board	  which	  237	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   had	  been	  laid	  down	  in	  the	  european	  charter	  of	  regional	  and	  minority	  238	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  	  239	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   adopted	  (0.2)	  linguistic	  (0.5)	  erm	  (0.5)	  legislation	  which	  in	  fact	  
	  110	  
240	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   runs	  count	  to	  this	  	  241	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   she	  may	  mean	  counter	  instead	  of	  count	  242	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   it	  is	  not	  recognition	  of	  minority	  language	  use	  (0.4)	  	  243	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  this	  is	  a	  lan-­‐	  	  language	  for	  example	  which	  is	  simply	  not	  used	  in	  244	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (.)	  in	  the	  civil	  service	  for	  example	  	  245	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.0)	  	  246	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   erh	  one	  last	  point	  	  247	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.7)	  	  248	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAU:	   i	  am	  very	  pleased	  that	  this	  item	  is	  on	  our	  agenda	  (0.3)	  tonight	  	  249	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  think	  it	  (0.2)	  erh	  important	  to	  take	  on	  board	  the	  very	  clear	  250	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   statement	  made	  by	  president	  jerzy	  buzek	  (0.3)	  	  251	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  am	  also	  grateful	  to	  the	  eh	  commission	  for	  erh	  wishing	  to	  252	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   respect	  these	  cultural	  rights	  	  253	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.6)	  	  254	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   hannes	  swoboda	  two	  minutes	  	  255	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  256	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SWO	  speaks	  257	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   thank	  you	  (0.3)	  je-­‐	  (0.3)	  president	  	  258	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  259	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   there	  are	  many	  differences	  between	  us	  but	  i	  think	  it's	  a	  very	  (0.5)	  260	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   good	  (0.8)	  sign	  	  261	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  we	  have	  a	  president	  (.)	  of	  a	  hungarian	  (0.2)	  background	  	  262	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  know	  that	  he	  won't	  (0.8)	  discriminate	  	  263	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.1)	  	  264	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   it's	  clear	  that	  in	  this	  europe	  irrespective	  of	  the	  language	  and	  the	  265	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   origin	  	  266	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  we	  try	  to	  (0.4)	  act	  lawfully	  (0.3)	  	  267	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (.)	  edit	  bauer	  (0.5)	  you	  (.)	  have	  critisised	  language	  lore	  (0.5)	  268	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  269	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  the	  language	  law	  is	  not	  optimal	  (0.7)	  	  270	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that's	  been	  noted	  	  271	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  it	  does	  not	  infringe	  fundamental	  rights	  	  272	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.7)	  that	  has	  to	  be	  said	  as	  well	  (0.5)	  	  273	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   we	  have	  (1.0)	  to	  insure	  (1.5)	  that	  (0.5)	  erh	  the	  differences	  of	  274	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   interpretation	  are	  removed	  to	  this	  law	  	  275	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  think	  it's	  important	  tonight	  to	  send	  out	  a	  signal	  that	  we	  want	  276	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  bring	  about	  improvements	  (0.4)	  	  277	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  because	  i	  want	  to	  pit	  one	  language	  group	  against	  another	  one	  278	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  	  279	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  rather	  we	  want	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  relations	  between	  the	  280	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovacs	  and	  the	  hungarians	  within	  slovakia	  improve	  xxxx	  between	  the	  281	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   two	  countries	  	  282	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  has	  to	  be	  (0.5)	  what	  we	  want	  to	  achieve	  	  283	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  given	  the	  (0.2)	  elections	  (1.1)	  i	  think	  we	  have	  to	  call	  for	  284	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   moderation	  and	  talks	  to	  bring	  about	  good	  results	  	  285	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  286	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  there	  are	  also	  (.)	  problems	  related	  to	  history	  287	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.7)	  	  288	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  we	  shouldn't	  (.)	  erh	  (0.2)	  have	  any	  illusions	  about	  that	  (0.5)	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289	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   my	  (0.9)	  mother	  was	  born	  just	  a	  few	  (0.7)	  kilometres	  away	  from	  xx	  	  290	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  was	  born	  just	  a	  few	  kilometres	  away	  from	  bratislava	  	  291	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  can	  feel	  that	  to	  be	  the	  case	  (0.4)	  	  292	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  we	  should	  not	  stoke	  up	  conflicts	  (.)	  that	  (1.1)	  exist	  between	  293	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   political	  forces	  not	  between	  the	  citizens	  	  294	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  get	  on	  well	  with	  one	  another	  	  295	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  there	  is	  a	  hungarian	  minority	  in	  slovakia	  (0.2)	  	  296	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  also	  slovakian	  minorities	  in	  some	  (0.4)	  hungarian	  areas	  297	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   within	  slovakia	  (0.3)	  	  298	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  we	  got	  to	  look	  at	  all	  of	  this	  in	  its	  entirety	  (0.7)	  	  299	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  a	  second	  signal	  that	  we	  have	  to	  send	  out	  from	  this	  debate	  (0.7)	  	  300	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  that	  we	  have	  problems	  together	  (1.0)	  	  301	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  slovakia	  and	  hunga-­‐	  (.)	  hungary	  have	  a	  problem	  together	  	  302	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that's	  the	  roma	  for	  example	  	  303	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (0.6)	  if	  not	  a	  bit	  at	  a	  focus	  on	  trying	  to	  solve	  problems	  304	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   together	  (1.0)	  	  305	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   through	  dialogue	  and	  common	  efforts	  	  306	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  take	  into	  account	  all	  minorities	  in	  that	  region	  and	  give	  them	  307	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   better	  opportunities	  	  308	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  we	  are	  all	  minorities	  (.)	  we	  shouldn't	  forget	  that	  	  309	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  aim	  has	  to	  be	  that	  we	  want	  language	  pluralism	  (0.2)	  	  as	  the	  310	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  commissioner	  has	  said	  	  311	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   want	  to	  promote	  multilingualism	  	  312	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.9)	  	  313	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWO:	   now	   obviously	   people	   who	   can	   speak	   more	   languages	   have	   an	  advantage	  	  314	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  if	  (0.3)	  everyone	  understands	  that	  then	  i	  think	  we'll	  have	  a	  315	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   better	  future	  	  316	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  317	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (6.8)	  	  318	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   during	  which	  SCH	  speaks	  319	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   i	  (3.4)	  would	  like	  you	  to	  keep	  to	  the	  time	  (1.5)	  	  320	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  the	  first	  two	  speakers	  exceeded	  their	  speaking	  time	  by	  two	  321	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   minutes	  (0.5)	  	  322	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   haglund	  one	  minute	  	  323	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.1)	  	  324	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *HAG:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  erh	  president	  	  325	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  am	  very	  pleased	  that	  they	  commission	  has	  taken	  this	  issue	  326	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   seriously	  (.)	  	  327	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  reality	  for	  arh	  minorities	  in	  europe	  (.)	  is	  a	  very	  difficult	  	  	  328	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  erh	  (0.3)	  a	  clear	  answer	  from	  the	  european	  union	  can	  work	  eh	  329	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (.)	  to	  fight	  against	  eh	  intolerance	  erh	  	  330	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.0)	  	  331	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   during	  which	  HAG	  begins	  speaking	  332	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *HAG:	   this	  is	  something	  (0.7)	  that	  erm	  provides	  added	  value	  (0.3)	  	  333	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  should	  be	  added	  value	  to	  speak	  erm	  (.)	  minority	  languages	  	  334	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   why	  (.)	  	  335	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  each	  language	  eh	  (0.3)	  has	  a	  (0.2)	  huge	  cultural	  336	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   significance	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337	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  feeds	  into	  (0.3)	  th-­‐	  th-­‐	  erm	  european	  cultural	  divelos-­‐	  (.)	  ngh	  338	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (.)	  erh	  diversity	  	  339	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.6)	  	  340	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *HAG:	   and	  erh	  these	  minority	  areas	  are	  usually	  (0.3)	  arm	  (.)	  more	  341	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   competitive	  	  342	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   tha-­‐	  this	  erh	  erm	  (.)	  they	  (0.8)	  people	  who	  speak	  erh	  the	  regional	  343	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  can	  have	  a	  competitive	  (.)	  tha-­‐	  (.)	  xxxx	  	  344	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  i'd	  like	  to	  (0.3)	  thank	  the	  commission	  for	  the	  initiative	  and	  i'd	  345	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   like	  to	  keep	  it	  at	  that	  thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  346	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  347	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  348	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  349	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  350	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   the	  next	  speaker	  (0.4)	  is	  mrs	  Zdankoka	  (0.5)	  	  351	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  minute	  and	  a	  half	  	  352	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ZDA	  speaks	  English	  though	  she	  is	  from	  Latvia.	  Her	  accent	  is	  heavy	  353	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ZDA:	   dear	  colleagues	  i	  thank	  our	  commissioner	  erh	  his	  statement	  	  354	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  do	  agree	  that	  the	  current	  situation	  of	  the	  e_u	  law	  (0.4)	  does	  355	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  entitle	  to	  legislate	  in	  the	  field	  of	  linguistic	  rights	  	  356	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  on	  the	  other	  hand	  (.)	  as	  of	  first	  december	  we	  shall	  have	  a	  close	  357	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  article	  two	  (0.4)	  of	  the	  treaty	  on	  s-­‐	  on	  european	  union	  (.)	  	  358	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   stating	  that	  erh	  ()	  the	  union	  is	  founded	  on	  the	  values	  of	  359	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   respect	  for	  human	  rights	  (.)	  	  360	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  the	  rights	  of	  persons	  belonging	  to	  minorities	  (.)	  	  361	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   probably	  it	  cannot	  be	  solid	  legal	  ground	  of	  immidiate	  building	  362	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  (.)	  our	  ōwn	  minority	  rights	  concept	  (.)	  	  363	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   xx	  xx	  xx	  xx	  xx	  xx	  xx	  (0.2)	  	  364	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   I	  believe	  she	  is	  referring	  to	  the	  name	  of	  a	  Slovacian	  human	  rights	  365	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   concept,	  which	  also	  means	  that	  'we'	  in	  the	  above	  refers	  to	  her	  366	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   nation	  state	  and	  not	  the	  european	  union	  367	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ZDA:	   nevertheless	  we	  s-­‐	  (.)	  d-­‐	  deserve	  today	  (0.3)	  a	  statement	  more	  368	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   focused	  (0.2)	  on	  the	  political	  stance	  of	  the	  commission	  	  369	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  respect	  of	  	  minority	  rights	  	  370	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  message	  must	  be	  in	  my	  opinion	  (0.3)	  very	  simple	  (0.2)	  	  371	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  who	  acts	  against	  the	  rights	  for	  persons	  belonging	  to	  minorities	  372	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  linguistic	  rights	  (0.3)	  	  373	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   acts	  against	  the	  core	  values	  (.)	  of	  the	  union	  (0.9)	  	  374	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  are	  naming	  and	  shaming	  such	  countries	  outside	  the	  e_u	  (0.2)	  	  375	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  have	  a	  bad	  human	  rights	  record	  (0.5)	  	  376	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   also	  the	  e_u	  cannot	  impose	  legally	  binding	  obligations	  on	  them	  	  377	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  (0.4)	  why	  are	  we	  so	  reluctant	  (0.3)	  to	  name	  (0.4)	  bad	  examples	  378	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   inside	  the	  e_u	  (0.3)	  	  379	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   even	  if	  we	  cannot	  impose	  obligations	  (0.5)	  	  380	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   you'll	  recall	  the	  honourable	  commissioner's	  council	  of	  europe	  and	  381	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   o_e_c	  documents	  (0.4)	  	  382	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  the	  commission	  should	  also	  undertake	  obligations	  to	  monitor	  383	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  ⁇the⁇	  member	  states	  are	  fulfilling	  their	  obligations	  under	  384	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   these	  (.)	  documents	  (0.4)	  	  385	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  ehm	  (0.2)	  i-­‐	  (.)	  ins-­‐	  eh	  	  finally	  in	  the	  parliament	  itself	  we	  do	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386	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  fulfil	  (0.3)	  this	  multilingualism	  requirement	  (.)	  	  387	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  ()	  for	  example	  cannot	  speak	  my	  mother	  tongue	  	  388	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   despite	  the	  fact	  that	  fourty	  percent	  of	  (.)	  population	  of	  my	  country	  389	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   latvia	  (0.3)	  has	  a	  mother	  tongue	  russian	  	  390	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.6)	  	  391	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  392	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  393	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  394	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   bokros	  for	  two	  minutes	  	  395	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (6.8)	  	  396	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   BOK	  speaks	  397	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BOK:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  398	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  399	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BOK:	   erh	  my	  language	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  beautiful	  languages	  in	  the	  e_u	  400	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (.)	  	  401	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  am	  a	  friend	  of	  slovakia	  and	  i	  welcome	  the	  development	  (0.4)	  of	  402	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eh	  slovakia	  (0.2)	  	  403	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  also	  support	  (.)	  erm	  (0.2)	  eh	  eh	  formal	  a-­‐	  aspects	  of	  it	  	  404	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  would	  like	  to	  help	  my	  slovak	  (0.2)	  friends	  (0.5)	  	  405	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   er	  (.)	  to	  (0.4)	  ensure	  that	  slovakia	  (5.6)	  	  406	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   er	  has	  its	  voice	  heard	  in	  various	  fora	  	  407	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  am	  also	  (0.2)	  convinced	  (1.5)	  that	  eh	  (0.8)	  it	  can	  (1.3)	  408	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   contribute	  to	  a	  better	  understanding	  and	  use	  of	  the	  slovak	  language	  	  409	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  think	  it	  is	  incomprehensible	  (0.2)	  that	  eh	  (1.0)	  the	  ling-­‐	  th-­‐	  the	  410	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   law	  of	  o-­‐	  (.)	  of	  the	  use	  of	  the	  slovak	  language	  (3.0)	  	  411	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ha-­‐	  has	  e-­‐	  established	  a	  very	  rigid	  format	  (0.9)	  	  412	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  rules	  in	  fact	  (0.9)	  deal	  with	  the	  (0.2)	  standards	  that	  apply	  413	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  the	  (0.5)	  use	  of	  minority	  languages	  	  414	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.9)	  	  415	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BOK:	   and	  (0.5)	  this	  is	  (1.4)	  eh	  eh	  something	  that	  can	  apply	  (.)	  day	  to	  416	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   day	  (0.4)	  life	  (0.8)	  in	  slovakia	  (1.6)	  	  417	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  that	  erm	  (0.3)	  eh	  eh	  (1.0)	  eh	  (0.2)	  ⁇teledor⁇	  know	  (.)	  official	  418	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   translations	  from	  eh	  (0.5)	  slovak	  into	  hungarian	  	  419	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  piece	  of	  legislation	  and	  the	  like	  	  420	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  is	  a	  situation	  that	  (0.6)	  was	  made	  even	  worse	  	  421	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  the	  (0.5)	  erh	  (.)	  more	  recent	  (0.8)	  legislation	  (0.8)	  422	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   on	  (0.4)	  erh	  language	  use	  	  423	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  (0.5)	  representatives	  of	  minority	  languages	  were	  not	  eh	  (.)	  424	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   involved	  in	  this	  process	  (0.3)	  	  425	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  that	  erm	  (0.3)	  the	  result	  (0.4)	  is	  that	  only	  the	  official	  426	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  (0.5)	  erh	  is	  used	  (0.6)	  	  427	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   however	  (1.1)	  that	  is	  not	  the	  only	  relevant	  point	  here	  (1.2)	  	  428	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  is	  also	  (0.9)	  the	  question	  of	  (.)	  p̄rivate	  use	  of	  language	  429	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  430	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  worst	  thing	  in	  fact	  is	  that	  sanctions	  apply	  (2.4)	  	  431	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (.)	  ⁇the⁇	  legislation	  on	  (1.2)	  use	  of	  the	  state	  eh	  (0.2)	  language	  432	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  slovakia	  in	  fact	  violates	  international	  rules	  and	  standards	  (1.2)	  433	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  434	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.6)	  i	  think	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  slovakia	  itself	  (3.0)	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435	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  is	  a	  bad	  thing	  that	  this	  (1.3)	  piece	  of	  legislations	  has	  led	  436	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  to	  a	  detetrioration	  	  437	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  relations	  between	  the	  ethnic	  groups	  	  438	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  have	  been	  living	  side	  by	  side	  for	  thousands	  of	  years	  	  (0.3)	  	  439	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakia	  is	  a	  democratic	  country	  	  440	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (1.2)	  i	  think	  in	  its	  own	  interest	  (1.0)	  there	  should	  not	  441	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  erh	  (.)	  be	  a	  a	  cultural	  war	  which	  is	  being	  waged	  (1.1)	  	  442	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   individual	  ethnic	  groups	  ()	  should	  not	  feel	  under	  threat	  	  443	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  they're	  not	  a	  threat	  to	  the	  slovak	  nation	  as	  such	  far	  from	  it	  	  444	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ethnic	  groups	  erh	  (0.2)	  peacefully	  coexisting	  (0.8)	  insure	  (0.2)	  445	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  there	  is	  a	  protection	  for	  slovak	  culture	  and	  the	  slovak	  446	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  (.)	  	  447	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  at	  the	  same	  time	  it	  is	  imp̄ortant	  that	  slovakia	  is	  prepared	  to	  448	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   recognise	  erh	  the	  culture	  and	  languages	  of	  minorities	  within	  the	  449	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   country	  	  450	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.9)	  	  451	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  452	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   jaroslav	  paska	  (0.3)	  one	  and	  a	  half	  minutes	  	  453	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.9)	  	  454	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   PAS	  speaks	  455	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PAS:	   thank	  you	  	  456	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   our	  friends	  (.)	  from	  hungary	  (0.2)	  have	  (0.8)	  told	  us	  recently	  (0.8)	  457	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   about	  how	  we	  should	  solve	  the	  use	  of	  (.)	  minority	  languages	  at	  458	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   european	  level	  	  459	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  have	  taught	  us	  a	  few	  lessons	  	  460	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  they've	  forgotten	  something	  themselves	  (2.3)	  	  461	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  hungary	  we	  can	  see	  limitation	  on	  the	  use	  of	  mother	  tongue	  (0.7)	  	  462	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  example	  in	  the	  bringing	  up	  of	  children	  (0.7)	  	  463	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  slovakia	  it	  is	  possible	  for	  hungarian	  (0.5)	  children	  to	  speak	  464	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   their	  own	  language	  (0.3)	  	  465	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  primary	  school	  and	  secondary	  school	  up	  til	  university	  (1.1)	  	  466	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  hungarian	  speaking	  teachers	  (2.9)	  	  467	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  eh	  (0.6)	  in	  hungary	  it	  isn't	  the	  same	  for	  the	  sloval	  minority	  468	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.6)	  	  469	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  nineteen	  ninety	  six	  (.)	  this	  (.)	  right	  was	  abolished	  (0.3)	  	  470	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  children	  of	  slovakian	  minorities	  can	  no	  longer	  learn	  their	  471	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  properly	  in	  hungary	  	  472	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  (0.2)	  the	  government	  doesn't	  provide	  them	  teaching	  in	  their	  473	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  (0.3)	  	  474	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  is	  different	  to	  other	  regions	  in	  the	  e_u	  	  475	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakian	  children	  in	  hungary	  have	  to	  learn	  all	  their	  subjects	  in	  476	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  (0.7)	  	  477	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.8)	  this	  creates	  much	  more	  work	  for	  them	  (1.2)	  	  478	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  are	  taught	  by	  hungarian	  speaking	  (1.2)	  teachers	  	  479	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  cannot	  speak	  slovakian	  properly	  (2.8)	  	  480	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.5)	  this	  is	  not	  respecting	  their	  cultural	  heritage	  (3.0)	  	  481	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  last	  fifteen	  years	  this	  has	  been	  (0.2)	  the	  (0.4)	  situation	  in	  482	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungary	  (0.3)	  	  483	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  the	  (0.7)	  slovakian	  minority	  (0.8)	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484	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  has	  (1.1)	  been	  slashed	  by	  tenth	  (0.7)	  	  485	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.5)	  ombudsman	  (0.3)	  has	  recently	  (0.3)	  said	  	  486	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  in	  hungary	  (.)	  the	  (1.3)	  minorities	  are	  fully	  assimilated	  (2.2)	  487	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  488	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  (1.1)	  very	  much	  like	  (.)	  my	  colleagues	  (0.2)	  from	  (0.3)	  other	  489	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   countries	  	  490	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   our	  countries	  are	  joined	  by	  history	  	  491	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  figures	  do	  not	  lie	  (0.2)	  	  492	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.4)	  	  493	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  494	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   mister	  zolán	  balczó	  	  495	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.4)	  	  496	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   BAL	  speaks	  497	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAL:	   thank	  you	  (0.2)	  president	  	  498	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  for	  (.)	  giving	  me	  (0.9)	  the	  floor	  (0.3)	  	  499	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   first	  of	  all	  we	  need	  (.)	  to	  (0.4)	  clarify	  (0.3)	  what	  erm	  (0.4)	  erm	  500	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  the	  values	  of	  the	  european	  union	  	  501	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   what	  has	  been	  written	  into	  official	  (0.3)	  documents	  	  502	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  that	  it	  (0.3)	  	  503	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   or	  are	  we	  talking	  about	  values	  that	  are	  r̄es̄pected	  by	  member	  states	  504	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  505	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  which	  are	  (0.3)	  eh	  safeguarded	  	  506	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   even	  if	  nations	  do	  n̄ot	  (.)	  respect	  these	  (0.6)	  	  507	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  we	  are	  talking	  about	  the	  national	  minority	  	  508	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  eh	  values	  that	  apply	  	  509	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.2)	  in	  the	  zchech	  republic	  (2.2)	  the	  venice	  decrees	  (2.3)	  510	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   still	  (0.6)	  apply	  	  511	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  was	  what	  brought	  us	  xxx	  (0.3)	  round	  to	  signing	  up	  to	  the	  512	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   lisbon	  treaty	  (2.6)	  	  513	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (0.7)	  the	  (.)	  collective	  abuse	  of	  the	  xxxxxx	  (0.3)	  erh	  germans	  514	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erm	  	  515	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i-­‐	  is	  that	  respectful	  minority	  values	  (0.6)	  	  516	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   minority	  values	  (0.7)	  erh	  in	  eh	  (0.4)	  erh	  slovakia	  (0.3)	  	  517	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   wi-­‐	  with	  regard	  to	  th-­‐	  the	  hungarian	  minority	  (1.4)	  	  518	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   people	  who	  are	  not	  able	  to	  use	  their	  (.)	  own	  mother	  tongue	  	  519	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   o-­‐	  or	  if	  they	  do	  they	  are	  penalised	  (0.2)	  	  520	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that's	  a	  bit	  of	  legislation	  that	  is	  shameful	  for	  europe	  (0.5)	  	  521	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  is	  not	  a	  question	  of	  conflict	  between	  slovakia	  and	  hungary	  	  522	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  is	  a	  conflict	  within	  the	  european	  union	  (0.4)	  	  523	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  (0.2)	  is	  (0.2)	  concerned	  with	  values	  (0.7)	  	  524	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  it	  is	  a	  hypocritical	  system	  that	  is	  being	  applied	  in	  slovakia	  525	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.1)	  	  526	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eh	  erh	  eh	  values	  are	  proclaimed	  and	  yet	  they	  are	  not	  respected	  (0.9)	  527	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  528	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  i	  think	  is	  the	  issue	  that	  is	  being	  debated	  under	  this	  item	  529	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  our	  agenda	  (0.5)	  	  530	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  here	  we	  (0.4)	  talk	  about	  all	  sorts	  of	  countries	  	  531	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   nicaragua	  vietnam	  laos	  and	  (0.3)	  minority	  rights	  being	  eh	  (0.2)	  eh	  532	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   violated	  in	  those	  countries	  (0.2)	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533	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  on	  this	  (0.5)	  eh	  question	  the	  european	  union	  is	  not	  prepared	  to	  534	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   recognise	  its	  own	  values	  	  535	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  is	  therefore	  undermining	  its	  own	  position	  	  536	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  537	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  538	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (0.2)	  mrs	  kinga	  has	  the	  floor	  for	  two	  minutes	  	  539	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.7)	  	  540	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   GAL	  speaks	  541	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *GAL:	   president	  (0.2)	  commissioner	  (0.7)	  	  542	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  (1.1)	  consider	  it	  an	  achievement	  (0.9)	  that	  in	  this	  discussion	  543	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   initiated	  by	  myself	  and	  mrs	  bauer	  	  544	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  the	  european	  parliament	  is	  (.)	  finally	  looking	  (.)	  at	  the	  issue	  545	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  of	  minority	  language	  (0.2)	  usage	  (0.6)	  	  546	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.5)	  is	  erh	  dealing	  with	  the	  discriminatory	  slovakian	  law	  (0.5)	  547	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  548	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it	  (0.2)	  is	  (0.8)	  a	  pleasure	  for	  me	  (0.7)	  that	  the	  commission	  549	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.2)	  has	  (0.2)	  spoken	  very	  clearly	  (3.9)	  	  550	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  has	  mentioned	  the	  language	  convention	  (3.1)	  	  551	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  it	  is	  very	  important	  that	  mister	  (0.7)	  ⁇buzak⁇	  went	  to	  bratislava	  552	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  also	  spoke	  very	  clearly	  (1.4)	  	  553	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  years	  now	  we've	  been	  dealing	  with	  (0.5)	  human	  rights	  (0.6)	  	  554	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  we	  (.)	  are	  (0.2)	  outraged	  (0.4)	  that	  (3.3)	  that	  some	  555	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   people	  cannot	  speak	  in	  their	  (0.7)	  mother	  tongue	  in	  their	  own	  home	  556	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.6)	  	  557	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  the	  fundamental	  right	  (0.3)	  to	  use	  one's	  own	  mother	  tongue	  558	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  not	  respected	  	  559	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  in	  fact	  people	  are	  (0.5)	  penaltied	  (1.2)	  	  560	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   should	  probably	  be	  penalised	  561	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *GAL:	   these	  minorities	  are	  (0.3)	  secondary	  citizens	  (2.1)	  	  562	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  (0.5)	  five	  hundred	  (0.3)	  and	  thirty	  (0.2)	  thousand	  563	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarians	  (0.2)	  living	  in	  slovakia	  	  564	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  only	  hundred	  thousand	  slovakian	  (0.6)	  minority	  in	  hungary	  (1.0)	  	  565	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eh	  (1.5)	  minority	  (1.5)	  -­‐s	  are	  not	  being	  respected	  	  566	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  minorities	  fighting	  against	  the	  majority	  it	  is	  only	  a	  minority	  	  567	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  the	  european	  parliament	  (0.5)	  has	  to	  get	  involved	  in	  all	  issues	  	  568	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  only	  (0.2)	  here	  but	  in	  all	  issues	  where	  minority	  rights	  are	  569	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   being	  (0.5)	  undermined	  	  570	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  (0.4)	  this	  conflicts	  with	  all	  international	  conventions	  571	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  572	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  the	  human	  rights	  (0.7)	  charter	  that	  would	  come	  into	  force	  573	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  lisbon	  (0.5)	  	  574	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  nineteen	  ninety	  five	  (1.3)	  slovakia	  was	  partially	  critisised	  	  575	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  the	  adoption	  of	  the	  first	  language	  law	  (1.3)	  	  576	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (1.1)	  as	  a	  (1.0)	  member	  o-­‐	  to	  be	  a	  member	  of	  the	  e_u	  (0.4)	  a	  577	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   paragraph	  had	  to	  be	  taken	  out	  of	  (0.3)	  that	  (.)	  law	  	  578	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  ten	  years	  ago	  the	  e_u	  was	  very	  angry	  about	  it	  	  579	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  now	  they	  don't	  does	  anything	  about	  it	  	  580	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   should	  be	  do	  581	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.7)	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582	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  583	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (0.5)	  	  584	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  next	  speaker	  is	  (0.4)	  boris	  zala	  one	  minute	  	  585	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  586	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ZAL	  speaks	  587	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ZAL:	   thank	  you	  (0.5)	  	  588	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  i'd	  like	  to	  say	  (0.4)	  proudly	  that	  589	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.6)	  slovakia	  has	  (0.7)	  done	  (0.2)	  a	  great	  deal	  to	  defend	  diversity	  590	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  languages	  	  591	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  hungarian	  (0.3)	  minority	  has	  seven	  hundred	  schools	  with	  592	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  as	  the	  (0.3)	  language	  of	  teaching	  	  593	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  in	  the	  courts	  of	  law	  (0.2)	  the	  language	  can	  be	  used	  (0.6)	  	  594	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  in	  several	  (0.3)	  preceedings	  (0.8)	  	  595	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   also	  television	  and	  radio	  (0.4)	  programmes	  in	  their	  own	  language	  596	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  597	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  financial	  support	  and	  cultural	  events	  which	  are	  financed	  (.)	  	  598	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  erm	  (.)	  defence	  of	  minority	  language	  use	  in	  day	  to	  day	  in	  the	  599	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   day	  to	  day	  world	  (2.6)	  	  600	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erm	  (0.6)	  people	  have	  been	  attacking	  the	  language	  law	  in	  slovakia	  	  601	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  this	  is	  based	  on	  extreme	  nationalism	  and	  it	  is	  unjustified	  (0.3)	  602	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  603	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  slovak	  language	  law	  is	  totally	  in	  line	  with	  international	  604	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   standards	  (0.5)	  	  605	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  eh	  (1.2)	  erh	  (2.3)	  mister	  ⁇vollerbeck⁇	  has	  erh	  (0.5)	  erh	  (0.8)	  606	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   confirmed	  this	  (0.6)	  	  607	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  wish	  to	  fight	  any	  discrimination	  against	  minorities	  to	  (0.4)	  608	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   improve	  social	  rights	  and	  leading	  to	  full	  integration	  	  609	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   perhaps	  it	  is	  'lead	  into'	  rather	  than	  'leading	  to'	  610	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ZAL:	   slovakia	  (1.1)	  also	  (0.5)	  has	  signed	  the	  european	  charter	  on	  611	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   minority	  languages	  	  612	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  in	  in	  favour	  of	  all	  the	  rights	  of	  āll	  minorities	  	  613	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.2)	  	  614	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   kozlík	  one	  minute	  	  615	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.5)	  	  616	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   KOZ	  speaks	  617	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *KOZ:	   thank	  you	  (0.4)	  president	  (2.4)	  	  618	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  slovakian	  (0.7)	  broad	  public	  there	  is	  a	  very	  high	  standard	  619	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   regarding	  the	  treatment	  of	  minorities	  (0.2)	  	  620	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakia	  also	  has	  one	  of	  the	  (.)	  m̄ildest	  laws	  on	  the	  use	  of	  language	  621	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  in	  europe	  	  622	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   nevertheless	  it	  (0.2)	  is	  continually	  c̄ritisised	  by	  (.)	  hungarian	  623	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   representatives	  (0.9)	  	  624	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  (2.8)	  don't	  sometimes	  (0.8)	  avoid	  (.)	  lying	  (.)	  to	  try	  to	  625	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   influence	  european	  opinion	  (1.9)	  	  626	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  almost	  all	  (0.9)	  meetings	  we	  are	  hearing	  about	  this	  since	  627	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   enlarngement	  (1.2)	  	  628	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   it	  is	  probably	  enlargement	  629	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *KOZ:	   hungary	  (1.8)	  is	  a	  country	  that	  got	  rid	  of	  minorities	  on	  its	  630	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   territory	  (0.5)	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631	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  has	  tried	  to	  interfere	  in	  slovakia's	  affairs	  	  632	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  that's	  absolutely	  unacceptable	  (0.4)	  	  633	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  trust	  that	  the	  european	  institutions	  (1.4)	  will	  take	  action	  (2.1)	  	  634	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.2)	  implementing	  rules	  on	  the	  law	  (0.3)	  show	  how	  careful	  (0.2)	  635	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  have	  been	  with	  minorities	  in	  slovakia	  	  636	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  637	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.4)	  	  638	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  639	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   mister	  valdemar	  one	  minute	  	  640	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.9)	  	  641	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   TOM	  speaks	  -­‐	  informs	  in	  English	  that	  he	  will	  speak	  Polish	  642	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TOM:	   i	  am	  happy	  that	  as	  a	  ⁇deputy⁇	  from	  lithuania	  	  643	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'm	  able	  to	  speak	  in	  my	  mother	  tongue	  polish	  (0.8)	  	  644	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  i	  believe	  that	  (0.2)	  this	  privilege	  should	  be	  erm	  standard	  	  645	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  only	  in	  the	  european	  parliament	  but	  in	  every	  european	  country	  646	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  647	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   only	  multicultural	  and	  multilingual	  society	  is	  erh	  value	  (0.7)	  	  648	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (0.4)	  especially	  the	  ethnic	  minorities	  should	  not	  be	  649	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   discriminated	  (0.3)	  	  650	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   following	  the	  statement	  of	  the	  commission	  (0.5)	  	  651	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  commission	  should	  contribute	  to	  the	  solution	  of	  conflicts	  with	  652	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  	  653	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  result	  erh	  (0.2)	  from	  erh	  (0.5)	  erh	  minority	  problems	  654	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  language	  	  655	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  applies	  to	  poland	  denmark	  erh	  the	  czech	  republic	  (0.4)	  	  656	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   where	  erh	  these	  issues	  are	  well	  regulated	  and	  can	  serve	  as	  an	  657	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   example	  (0.5)	  	  658	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  nee	  immediate	  actions	  of	  the	  committee	  in	  this	  respect	  	  659	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  thank	  you	  for	  your	  attention	  	  660	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.4)	  	  661	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  662	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  mister	  tomasevski	  (0.9)	  	  663	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  next	  speaker	  is	  mrs	  diane	  dodds	  one	  minute	  	  664	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.2)	  	  665	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *DOD:	   mister	  president	  commissioner	  (0.3)	  it	  is	  good	  to	  hear	  of	  the	  need	  666	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  diversity	  and	  multilingualism	  (0.3)	  	  667	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  i	  want	  to	  highlight	  very	  briefly	  a	  situation	  in	  my	  own	  part	  of	  668	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  united	  kingdom	  (0.8)	  	  669	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  minority	  language	  of	  ulster	  scots	  is	  part	  of	  the	  cultural	  wealth	  670	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  northern	  ireland	  (0.3)	  	  671	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  is	  recognised	  by	  the	  united	  kingdom	  (0.2)	  under	  erh	  the	  672	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   conslefurt-­‐	  erh	  europe	  charter	  for	  regional	  or	  minority	  languages	  673	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  674	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  saint	  andrews	  agreement	  act	  the	  northern	  ireland	  675	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   executive	  is	  charged	  with	  bringing	  forward	  a	  strategy	  (0.3)	  	  676	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  the	  ulster	  scots'	  language	  and	  culture	  (0.5)	  	  677	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  preparing	  the	  strategy	  	  678	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  cultural	  ministers	  taking	  into	  account	  (0.3)	  the	  erh	  european	  679	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   charter	  and	  other	  international	  instruments	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680	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   including	  the	  united	  nations'	  convention	  on	  the	  rights	  of	  the	  child	  681	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  682	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  also	  setting	  the	  strategy	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  promotion	  of	  a	  683	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   shared	  and	  better	  future	  for	  northern	  ireland	  (0.4)	  	  684	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   based	  on	  equality	  diversity	  and	  interdependence	  (0.5)	  	  685	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   unfortunately	  (0.3)	  sinn	  féin	  has	  used	  culture	  especially	  language	  686	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  	  687	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  weapon	  in	  its	  campaign	  against	  the	  state	  (0.3)	  	  688	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  has	  led	  to	  controversy	  and	  contention	  (0.5)	  	  689	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  is	  an	  abuse	  and	  misuse	  of	  language	  (0.3)	  	  690	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  we	  must	  hope	  that	  a	  shared	  and	  better	  future	  aspect	  of	  this	  691	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   strategy	  (0.4)	  will	  adress	  the	  legacy	  of	  that	  cultural	  war	  (0.2)	  	  692	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  693	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.4)	  	  694	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  695	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (2.5)	  	  696	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   alejo	  vidal-­‐quadras	  one	  and	  a	  half	  minutes	  please	  	  697	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.9)	  	  698	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *VID:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  president	  	  699	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'd	  like	  to	  take	  the	  floor	  president	  to	  highlight	  the	  efforts	  	  700	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  erh	  (0.9)	  this	  house	  (0.5)	  is	  (0.2)	  deploying	  (0.4)	  in	  the	  area	  701	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  minority	  language	  	  702	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  so	  we	  (0.6)	  have	  erh	  the	  possibility	  to	  erm	  make	  answers	  and	  get	  703	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   response	  erh	  a-­‐	  and	  questions	  in	  minority	  languages	  	  704	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  also	  (0.6)	  it's	  possible	  to	  use	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  705	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.7)	  	  706	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   arm	  (0.7)	  in	  the	  plenary	  of	  (.)	  the	  erm	  house	  (2.6)	  	  707	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (0.3)	  this	  is	  a	  parliament	  that	  works	  in	  integrated	  708	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   multilingualism	  	  709	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   twenty	  three	  languages	  that	  use	  up	  for	  one	  third	  og	  the	  budget	  to	  710	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  half	  of	  the	  human	  resources	  	  711	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that's	  not	  to	  be	  overlooked	  	  712	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  luxembourg	  cyprus	  spain	  swe-­‐	  erh	  sweden	  finland	  the	  list	  goes	  on	  713	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  languages	  of	  this	  category	  (1.1)	  	  714	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  (1.2)	  we	  would	  use	  (0.6)	  have	  to	  use	  thirty	  five	  or	  forty	  715	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  in	  the	  plenary	  erh	  to	  cover	  that	  	  716	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  in	  terms	  of	  ⁇th-­‐	  logistics⁇	  and	  finances	  this	  is	  just	  not	  viable	  	  717	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  for	  this	  reason	  (.)	  president	  (0.5)	  insisting	  on	  this	  (0.6)	  718	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  something	  that	  could	  (0.8)	  be	  good	  (1.2)	  for	  xxxxxxxx	  	  719	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   perhaps	  constituency	  720	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *VID:	   but	  is	  something	  that	  is	  not	  particularly	  erm	  practical	  (0.3)	  	  721	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  eh	  could	  erm	  (1.1)	  fly	  in	  the	  face	  of	  the	  good	  faith	  of	  the	  722	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   citizens	  	  723	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.3)	  	  724	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  725	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (2.5)	  	  726	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mister	  tabajdi	  one	  minute	  	  727	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.4)	  	  728	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   TAB	  speaks	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729	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TAB:	   thank	  you	  mister	  president	  	  730	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  slovak	  language	  (0.4)	  law	  (2.0)	  is	  (0.6)	  it	  violates	  five	  (0.3)	  731	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   fundamental	  (.)	  rights	  of	  the	  charter	  (0.5)	  	  732	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ethnic	  (0.7)	  basis	  (0.6)	  it	  (0.6)	  degrades	  half	  a	  million	  (.)	  733	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarians	  	  734	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  are	  second	  class	  citizens	  (1.7)	  	  735	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   pri-­‐	  their	  privacy	  is	  being	  erh	  (0.2)	  influence	  undermined	  (0.6)	  	  736	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   at	  (0.3)	  undemocratic	  because	  erh	  (0.3)	  it	  (0.4)	  ⁇forments⁇	  fear	  737	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   among	  the	  general	  public	  (0.7)	  	  738	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  it	  also	  violates	  two	  council	  of	  europe	  ()	  documents	  (1.2)	  	  739	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  slovakia	  claims	  to	  have	  signed	  up	  to	  (0.2)	  	  740	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   commissioner	  orban	  said	  and	  this	  is	  my	  fifth	  point	  (0.4)	  	  741	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  the	  commission	  (0.4)	  supports	  multilingualism	  (1.8)	  	  742	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  slovakia	  continues	  to	  try	  to	  assimilate	  (0.3)	  	  743	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  if	  the	  e_u	  accepts	  this	  state	  of	  affairs	  	  744	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  will	  be	  no	  moral	  basis	  for	  (0.3)	  attacking	  china	  or	  russia	  or	  745	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   any	  other	  countries	  	  746	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  this	  is	  simply	  split	  values	  	  747	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (8.0)	  	  748	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  749	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAR:	   xxxx	  xxxxxxxx	  thank	  you	  	  750	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   er	  the	  european	  charter	  of	  minority	  and	  regional	  languages	  	  751	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  is	  adopted	  by	  fourty	  seven	  states	  in	  the	  council	  europe	  	  752	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   among	  those	  all	  of	  the	  e_u	  member	  countries	  	  753	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   states	  that	  we	  should	  protect	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  754	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  they	  c̄an	  disappear	  (0.8)	  	  755	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  attitude	  contributes	  to	  maintaining	  and	  developing	  traditions	  756	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   diversity	  and	  cultural	  ⁇richness⁇	  in	  this	  erm	  continent	  (0.9)	  	  757	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  the	  commissioner	  said	  this	  protects	  a	  fundamental	  right	  of	  those	  758	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   persons	  who	  speak	  those	  languages	  	  759	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  commissioner	  mentioned	  that	  member	  states	  should	  use	  every	  tool	  760	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   possible	  to	  guarantee	  the	  use	  of	  these	  minority	  languages	  	  761	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  we	  k̄now	  (0.2)	  that	  this	  is	  not	  the	  case	  (0.8)	  	  762	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  all	  states	  guarantee	  multilingualism	  or	  even	  bilingualism	  	  763	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   when	  there	  are	  when	  those	  are	  official	  languages	  	  764	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  problem	  is	  that	  (0.8)	  we	  don't	  feel	  that	  minority	  languages	  765	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   are	  part	  of	  our	  cultural	  hel-­‐	  heritage	  	  766	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  i	  think	  we	  should	  think	  about	  what	  minority	  language	  īs	  	  767	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  languages	  in	  member	  states	  that	  are	  official	  in	  the	  768	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   european	  parliament	  (0.3)	  	  769	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  have	  fewer	  speakers	  than	  those	  (0.5)	  of	  certain	  regions	  that	  erm	  770	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.7)	  	  771	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  are	  (1.8)	  violating	  the	  rights	  of	  fourty	  million	  citizens	  	  772	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.2)	  this	  is	  a	  question	  of	  rights	  (0.5)	  	  773	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  (0.3)	  erm	  (0.4)	  millions	  of	  us	  who	  speak	  basque	  	  774	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  the	  (.)	  ōldest	  language	  in	  europe	  with	  unknown	  origins	  	  775	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (1.2)	  th-­‐	  	  776	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.5)	  	  777	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  tries	  to	  interrupt	  due	  to	  the	  time	  but	  BAR	  continues	  her	  speech	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778	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  i'm	  afraid	  your	  time	  has	  run	  out	  (0.3)	  	  779	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BAR:	   xx	  xx	  xxxx	  et	  bon	  soir	  (0.6)	  ⌈mucha	  gra⌉cias	  pre-­‐	  	  780	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   ⌊xx	  xx	  xx⌋	  781	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.6)	  	  782	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  783	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (2.3)	  for	  one	  minute	  kay	  swinburne	  has	  the	  floor	  	  784	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWI:	   -­‐k	  you	  as	  a	  member	  of	  the	  european	  parliament	  for	  wales	  	  785	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  sympathy	  for	  the	  many	  minority	  languages	  across	  786	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   europe	  (0.5)	  	  787	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   particularly	  as	  my	  mother	  tongue	  is	  welsh	  	  788	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   one	  of	  the	  oldest	  european	  languages	  still	  in	  use	  (0.6)	  	  789	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   you	  may	  ⁇agree⁇	  the	  situation	  of	  hungarian	  speakers	  in	  slovakia	  	  790	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  very	  similar	  to	  that	  of	  a	  welsh	  speaker	  in	  wales	  (0.3)	  	  791	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   an	  excess	  of	  half	  a	  million	  individuals	  (0.4)	  	  792	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  equates	  however	  to	  twenty	  percent	  of	  the	  people	  in	  wales	  	  793	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  less	  than	  two	  percent	  of	  the	  u_k	  population	  (0.5)	  	  794	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   after	  many	  hundreds	  of	  years	  of	  pushing	  and	  pulling	  between	  english	  795	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  welsh	  speakers	  in	  wales	  (0.3)	  	  796	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  arguments	  vey	  similar	  to	  those	  being	  ⁇heard⁇	  between	  slovak	  and	  797	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  speakers	  today	  	  798	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   she	  might	  be	  saying	  'had'	  rather	  than	  'heard'	  799	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWI:	   a	  happy	  coexistence	  has	  been	  achieved	  in	  wales	  (0.4)	  	  800	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  revival	  of	  the	  welsh	  language	  over	  the	  past	  fifteen	  years	  since	  801	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   devolution	  has	  been	  meteoric	  (0.3)	  	  802	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  positive	  attitude	  to	  the	  language	  has	  had	  huge	  cultural	  benefits	  803	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  804	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  wales	  the	  key	  has	  been	  to	  take	  a	  pragmatic	  ap-­‐	  (0.3)	  proach	  (0.4)	  805	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  806	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  should	  aim	  for	  people	  to	  be	  able	  to	  speak	  in	  whatever	  language	  807	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  feel	  most	  comfortable	  in	  (0.3)	  	  808	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  without	  causing	  undue	  burden	  or	  cost	  (0.4)	  	  809	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  example	  i	  intend	  to	  finish	  my	  comments	  in	  welsh	  	  810	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   although	  i	  would	  not	  want	  to	  incur	  the	  cost	  (0.3)	  	  811	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  taxpayers'	  	  simultaneous	  translation	  (0.3)	  	  812	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   i'm	  in	  doubt	  whether	  it	  its	  gen.	  plur.	  payers'	  or	  payers	  as	  813	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SWI:	   here	  in	  the	  parliament	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  just	  two	  welsh	  speaking	  814	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   m_e_ps	  (0.3)	  	  815	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   however	  diversity	  should	  be	  celebrated	  (0.4)	  	  816	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   xxxxxx	  xxxxxx	  xxxxxxxx	  xxxxxx	  (0.4)	  xxxxxx	  xxxx	  	  817	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *com:	   SWI	  speaks	  welsh	  818	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  819	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.5)	  	  820	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *com:	   SCH	  speaks	  people	  can	  be	  heard	  applauding	  in	  the	  background	  821	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (1.1)	  	  822	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   next	  is	  mrs	  záborská	  minute	  and	  a	  half	  	  823	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  824	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.1)	  	  825	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ZAB	  speaks	  826	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *ZAB:	   mister	  president	  (0.2)	  commissioner	  (0.7)	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827	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  would	  like	  to	  erh	  keep	  to	  the	  subject	  of	  this	  erh	  debate	  	  828	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  don't	  want	  to	  talk	  about	  language	  ⁇also⁇	  the	  use	  of	  official	  829	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  in	  the	  slovakia	  	  830	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  i	  am	  convinced	  that	  that	  is	  a	  matter	  for	  (0.2)	  slovakia	  831	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  832	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  first	  (0.4)	  of	  january	  two	  thousand	  and	  ten	  (1.6)	  	  833	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (1.1)	  erh	  (0.3)	  many	  years	  (1.8)	  since	  very	  respected	  person	  is	  834	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   xxxxxxxx	  (0.5)	  	  835	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  peace	  and	  for	  the	  interest	  of	  minority	  groups	  allowing	  people	  to	  836	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   develop	  their	  erh	  (0.3)	  erm	  cultural	  rights	  	  837	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   minorities	  do	  have	  a	  right	  to	  use	  their	  mother	  tongues	  (0.2)	  	  838	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  right	  must	  of	  course	  be	  established	  in	  the	  law	  (0.7)	  	  839	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   otherwise	  (0.3)	  i	  think	  we	  have	  a	  loss	  of	  our	  rich	  cultural	  heritage	  840	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.8)	  	  841	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   cultural	  wealth	  and	  heritage	  of	  europe	  (1.8)	  	  842	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   have	  been	  maintained	  in	  european	  states	  (0.6)	  	  843	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  also	  maintained	  in	  the	  united	  states	  of	  america	  	  844	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   where	  (0.2)	  that	  (0.6)	  erh	  in	  fact	  th-­‐	  that	  wealth	  now	  has	  been	  (0.2)	  845	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   melted	  down	  into	  a	  indefinable	  erh	  cultural	  erm	  hotchpotch	  	  846	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  we	  now	  ha-­‐	  in	  europe	  have	  that	  respect	  for	  (0.3)	  847	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   cultural	  rights	  	  848	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  we	  need	  to	  have	  rules	  applied	  for	  the	  use	  of	  minority	  languages	  849	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  850	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   rules	  are	  necessary	  (0.7)	  	  851	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  use	  of	  minority	  (0.2)	  languages	  can	  lead	  to	  problems	  (0.3)	  	  852	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  a	  country	  (0.4)	  if	  (0.4)	  there	  is	  no	  will	  to	  communicate	  (0.3)	  	  853	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   or	  if	  the	  problem	  is	  actually	  a	  different	  one	  (0.7)	  	  854	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   a	  minority	  (0.3)	  in	  the	  country	  in	  which	  they	  live	  (0.4)	  	  855	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   need	  to	  feel	  comfortable	  and	  i	  will	  always	  be	  consistent	  (0.2)	  in	  856	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   encouraging	  minority	  language	  (0.2)	  use	  	  857	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  as	  minority	  languages	  	  858	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.2)	  	  859	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.6)	  	  860	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  861	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (0.4)	  	  862	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   next	  (0.3)	  speaker	  is	  ramon	  tremosa	  i	  balcells	  one	  minute	  	  863	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   multos	  graçias	  presidente	  	  864	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  865	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   mister	  commissionaire	  (0.5)	  	  866	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'd	  like	  to	  express	  my	  deep	  concern	  (0.5)	  over	  the	  attitude	  of	  the	  867	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   spanish	  government	  (0.4)	  	  868	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  doesn't	  allow	  (.)	  the	  catalan	  language	  to	  be	  used	  (0.3)	  in	  869	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  parliament	  	  870	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.0)	  	  871	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   the	  catalan	  language	  was	  banned	  and	  persecuted	  during	  the	  franco	  872	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   dictatorship	  (0.7)	  	  873	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  now	  the	  spanish	  democracy	  (.)	  demonstrates	  its	  low	  (.)	  quality	  874	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  	  875	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  permitting	  its	  official	  use	  in	  this	  parliament	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876	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  877	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   all	  languages	  are	  equal	  (0.3)	  	  878	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  same	  way	  (0.2)	  that	  all	  human	  (.)	  being	  (0.3)	  are	  equal	  	  879	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  880	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   europe	  (.)	  is	  an	  exquisite	  model	  of	  good	  practice	  	  881	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  gives	  the	  possibility	  to	  smaller	  official	  languages	  	  882	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  be	  treated	  (0.4)	  on	  an	  equal	  footing	  	  883	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  884	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   there	  are	  ten	  million	  people	  that	  speak	  catalan	  	  885	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  language	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  be	  spoken	  in	  this	  house	  (0.7)	  	  886	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  catalan	  (0.3)	  would	  be	  recognised	  and	  authorised	  (.)	  to	  be	  spoken	  887	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  european	  parliament	  (0.4)	  	  888	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  would	  help	  (0.3)	  decisively	  to	  improve	  the	  situation	  of	  the	  889	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   catalan	  language	  in	  spain	  (0.6)	  	  890	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   reinforcing	  our	  claim	  to	  break	  the	  centuries	  old	  (0.4)	  unilingualism	  891	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  the	  spanish	  parliament	  (0.8)	  	  892	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *TRE:	   as	  a	  catalan	  member	  of	  the	  european	  parliament	  (.)	  	  893	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  now	  knows	  that	  represents	  a	  clear	  and	  ⁇major⁇	  demand	  of	  894	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   catalan	  people	  	  895	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  ask	  for	  the	  special	  attention	  of	  the	  european	  commission	  (0.4)	  	  896	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  normalise	  the	  catalan	  language	  in	  this	  house	  (0.4)	  	  897	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  898	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  899	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.6)	  	  900	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  901	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  	  902	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.9)	  	  903	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   mister	  metin	  kazak	  one	  minute	  	  904	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  905	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   KAZ	  speaks	  906	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  907	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *KAZ:	   chairman	  (.)	  commissioner	  	  908	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.6)	  	  909	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *KAZ:	   over	  sixty	  thousand	  bulgarian	  citizens	  (0.6)	  	  910	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   watch	  the	  news	  in	  turkish	  (0.2)	  erh	  their	  mother	  tongue	  	  911	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   on	  the	  bulgarian	  national	  television	  (0.7)	  	  912	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we're	  talking	  about	  five	  minutes	  news	  broadcast	  (0.5)	  	  913	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  are	  there	  since	  two	  thousand	  and	  one	  	  914	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   when	  bulgaria	  reitified	  the	  framework	  convention	  for	  the	  protection	  915	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  national	  minorities	  (0.5)	  	  916	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  is	  how	  (0.2)	  bulgaria	  takes	  (0.2)	  the	  box	  of	  erh	  917	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  respecting	  erm	  (0.3)	  one	  of	  the	  core	  values	  of	  the	  european	  918	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   union	  (0.5)	  	  919	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  on	  the	  fifth	  of	  november	  	  920	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   a	  (0.2)	  public	  opinion	  poll	  was	  commissioned	  	  921	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  has	  the	  purpose	  of	  putting	  an	  end	  (.)	  to	  these	  (0.3)	  broadcasts	  922	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.5)	  	  923	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  the	  broadcasts	  are	  discontinued	  (0.4)	  these	  erh	  could	  erh	  924	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  cause	  (1.7)	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925	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   a	  a	  breech	  of	  the	  traditionally	  good	  coexistence	  of	  ethnic	  groups	  in	  926	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   bulgaria	  (0.6)	  	  927	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  is	  why	  i	  have	  a	  question	  to	  the	  commissioner	  (0.4)	  	  928	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   how	  does	  the	  commission	  make	  sure	  that	  public	  media	  (0.5)	  	  929	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   truly	  respect	  the	  right	  of	  minorities	  to	  communicate	  in	  their	  930	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mother	  tongue	  	  931	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  932	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.3)	  	  933	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  934	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (0.3)	  	  935	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  brings	  us	  on	  to	  the	  catch	  the	  eye	  	  936	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.8)	  	  937	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   a	  few	  (0.5)	  members	  have	  asked	  for	  the	  floor	  (0.9)	  	  938	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   can	  i	  say	  right	  from	  the	  start	  (0.8)	  	  939	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  (0.2)	  there's	  many	  more	  members	  who'd	  like	  to	  speak	  	  940	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   than	  (0.3)	  who	  will	  actually	  get	  given	  the	  opportunity	  (0.7)	  	  941	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   first	  of	  all	  mister	  ádám	  kósa	  one	  minute	  	  942	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.3)	  	  943	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   one	  minute	  	  944	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   this	  is	  SCH's	  own	  utterance	  which	  means	  he	  has	  code-­‐switched	  into	  945	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   english	  946	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  947	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (6.9)	  	  948	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   KOS'	  sign	  language	  translator	  speaks	  949	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %ges:	   KOS	  uses	  sign	  language	  950	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *KOS:	   i'd	  like	  to	  draw	  your	  attention	  (0.3)	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  (1.0)	  the	  951	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   european	  union	  (1.2)	  	  952	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   has	  launched	  an	  initiative	  (1.8)	  	  953	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we're	  talking	  about	  (0.2)	  erh	  (0.6)	  minority	  (3.2)	  	  954	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  erh	  th-­‐	  (0.5)	  the	  deaf	  and	  who	  (0.7)	  communicate	  in	  sign	  955	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  (.)	  	  	  956	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  language	  is	  already	  recognised	  in	  ten	  countries	  	  957	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  just	  been	  recognised	  in	  hungary	  (2.1)	  	  958	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  not	  just	  ⁇our	  ⁇	  (1.6)	  mother	  (.)	  tongue	  	  959	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  it's	  about	  our	  minority	  rights	  that	  are	  being	  protected	  (0.2)	  	  960	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'd	  like	  to	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  (0.3)	  slovakia	  is	  (0.2)	  961	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   taking	  on	  a	  leading	  role	  here	  (0.6)	  	  962	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  nineteen	  ninety	  five	  (0.7)	  sign	  language	  was	  recognised	  as	  an	  963	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   official	  language	  there	  (1.0)	  	  964	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  have	  to	  draw	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  ()	  that	  ()	  in	  the	  e_u	  we	  965	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   cannot	  tolerate	  any	  differences	  (2.3)	  	  966	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  it's	  possible	  in	  slovakia	  it	  should	  be	  possible	  in	  other	  967	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   countries	  as	  well	  	  968	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  969	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.8)	  	  970	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  	  971	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mrs	  benová	  flasiková	  	  972	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.7)	  	  973	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   BEN	  speaks	  
	  125	  
974	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *BEN:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (0.7)	  	  975	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mister	  president	  ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  colleagues	  (0.2)	  	  976	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'm	  very	  sorry	  that	  (0.2)	  i-­‐	  in	  this	  (0.2)	  institution	  (1.0)	  in	  977	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   spite	  of	  the	  increase	  in	  social	  problems	  within	  the	  e_u	  (0.5)	  	  978	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erm	  (1.0)	  every	  citizen	  whatever	  nationality	  they	  might	  be	  (0.5)	  	  979	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (0.5)	  feels	  that	  (1.6)	  questions	  have	  to	  be	  raised	  in	  the	  980	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   plenary	  	  981	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  conflicts	  between	  slovac	  and	  (0.3)	  hungarian	  memberses	  982	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.9)	  	  983	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   should	  probably	  be	  'members'	  or	  is	  'memberstates'	  cut	  short	  984	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  encouraged	  (0.2)	  is	  formented	  and	  (0.4)	  if	  turning	  (0.2)	  to	  what	  985	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  being	  said	  by	  hungarian	  colleagues	  i	  (2.7)	  	  986	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they've	  said	  there	  were	  no	  erm	  negative	  or	  or	  (1.3)	  bad	  effects	  987	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.7)	  	  988	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  there	  is	  actually	  protection	  of	  (0.2)	  minority	  rights	  within	  989	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakia	  	  990	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   our	  (.)	  hungarian	  (0.4)	  erh	  (0.5)	  friends	  are	  of-­‐	  are	  given	  a	  991	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   helping	  hand	  a	  a	  a	  friendly	  hand	  	  992	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  think	  it's	  extremely	  unfortunate	  that	  this	  is	  being	  abused	  in	  993	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  european	  parliament	  	  994	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.4)	  	  995	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.7)	  	  996	  	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  997	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (1.5)	  	  998	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mister	  michael	  gahler	  	  999	  	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.7)	  	  1000	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.3)	  	  1001	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   GAH	  speaks	  1002	  	  	  	  	  	  *GAH:	   thank	  you	  president	  (1.2)	  	  1003	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i've	  (1.0)	  read	  the	  new	  slovakian	  law	  from	  the	  beginning	  to	  the	  end	  	  1004	  	  	  	  	  	  	   our	  colleague	  mrs	  xxxxxx	  is	  right	  (1.6)	  	  1005	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  is	  good	  coexistence	  between	  the	  people	  and	  xx	  xx	  xx	  in	  1006	  	  	  	  	  	  	   southern	  slovakia	  as	  well	  and	  (0.2)	  	  	  1007	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  that	  reason	  the	  new	  (0.2)	  language	  law	  is	  superfluous	  	  1008	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  (0.2)	  the	  slovakian	  (0.3)	  or	  the	  languages	  are	  (0.3)	  not	  (.)	  1009	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  undermined	  (0.4)	  	  1010	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  there	  is	  (1.1)	  other	  discrimination	  	  1011	  	  	  	  	  	  	   czheck	  is	  better	  than	  hungarian	  for	  example	  	  1012	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  why	  shouldn't	  there	  at	  least	  be	  equal	  treatment	  of	  czheck	  and	  1013	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  (0.4)	  	  1014	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  law	  can	  only	  be	  explained	  (1.3)	  because	  of	  the	  strange	  setup	  of	  1015	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.2)	  the	  coalition	  (0.3)	  	  1016	  	  	  	  	  	  	  ⁇pfizer⁇	  (1.0)	  is	  trying	  to	  work	  with	  the	  nationalists	  (0.2)	  	  1017	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  trying	  to	  get	  votes	  from	  the	  nationalists	  	  1018	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  he	  is	  stoking	  up	  danger	  from	  hungarians	  	  1019	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'm	  very	  pleased	  that	  (0.2)	  with	  the	  (0.2)	  coalition	  in	  the	  past	  1020	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  wasn't	  necessary	  	  1021	  	  	  	  	  	  	   at	  the	  time	  the	  three	  e_e_p	  parties	  including	  the	  minority	  party	  1022	  	  	  	  	  	  	   were	  able	  to	  work	  together	  very	  well	  (0.3)	  	  
	  126	  
1023	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  didn't	  work	  against	  one	  another	  and	  that	  should	  be	  the	  aim	  	  1024	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  1025	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.9)	  	  1026	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.6)	  	  1027	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1028	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  mister	  gahler	  1029	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  1030	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   next	  is	  mrs	  kinga	  göncz	  	  1031	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.4)	  	  1032	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.4)	  	  1033	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   GON	  speaks	  1034	  	  	  	  	  	  *GON:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  (0.3)	  	  1035	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  can	  agree	  (0.3)	  with	  those	  people	  who've	  said	  that	  (0.5)	  erh	  1036	  	  	  	  	  	  	   people	  are	  coexisting	  well	  (0.3)	  in	  slovakia	  (0.4)	  	  1037	  	  	  	  	  	  	   until	  (0.5)	  erh	  these	  tensions	  are	  stirred	  up	  (0.6)	  	  1038	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  then	  destroys	  the	  balance	  (0.9)	  	  1039	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  think	  (1.5)	  certain	  (0.2)	  aspects	  of	  the	  language	  law	  in	  erh	  1040	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakia	  (0.4)	  	  1041	  	  	  	  	  	  	   need	  to	  be	  referred	  to	  points	  that	  have	  not	  been	  made	  yet	  in	  the	  1042	  	  	  	  	  	  	   debate	  (0.3)	  	  1043	  	  	  	  	  	  	   first	  of	  all	  slovakia	  defines	  itself	  as	  a	  nation	  state	  (1.0)	  	  1044	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (1.7)	  a	  number	  (0.2)	  of	  the	  erh	  (0.3)	  hungarian	  minority	  is	  ten	  1045	  	  	  	  	  	  	   percent	  	  1046	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  other	  minorities	  as	  well	  	  1047	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  language	  le-­‐	  (0.3)	  law	  (1.5)	  has	  led	  to	  a	  (0.7)	  imbalancing	  of	  1048	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  linguistic	  (0.4)	  balance	  within	  the	  country	  	  1049	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  there	  are	  positive	  examples	  (0.8)	  positive	  protection	  of	  1050	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (0.3)	  human	  rights	  or	  individual	  rights	  (2.0)	  	  1051	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  fact	  (0.4)	  the	  (0.4)	  language	  law	  (0.5)	  is	  destroying	  the	  1052	  	  	  	  	  	  	   balances	  	  1053	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  said	  (0.3)	  we've	  heard	  many	  positive	  examples	  in	  the	  course	  of	  the	  1054	  	  	  	  	  	  	   debate	  	  1055	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  hope	  that	  slo-­‐	  slovakia	  will	  be	  able	  to	  move	  in	  that	  direction	  	  1056	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.4)	  	  1057	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1058	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.0)	  	  1059	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  lászló	  tökés	  has	  the	  floor	  	  1060	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.4)	  	  1061	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (11.0)	  	  1062	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   TOK	  speaks	  -­‐	  i	  think	  the	  beginning	  of	  his	  speech	  is	  missing	  in	  the	  1063	  	  	  	  	  	  	   translation	  1064	  	  	  	  	  	  %ges:	   GAH	  is	  clearly	  confused	  probably	  because	  the	  translation	  doesn't	  1065	  	  	  	  	  	  	   start	  until	  11	  seconds	  later	  1066	  	  	  	  	  	  *TOK:	   we	  live	  in	  a	  multilingual	  (0.3)	  europe	  	  1067	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (1.0)	  i	  wanted	  peace	  in	  the	  name	  of	  god	  (0.3)	  	  1068	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  is	  something	  that	  i	  can	  do	  in	  the	  european	  parliament	  	  1069	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  i	  think	  (0.2)	  it	  would	  be	  very	  difficult	  to	  to	  say	  what	  i	  1070	  	  	  	  	  	  	   just	  said	  in	  the	  slovak	  parliament	  (1.0)	  	  1071	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  european	  union	  (1.6)	  erh	  (1.6)	  people	  are	  actually	  being	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1072	  	  	  	  	  	  	   fined	  penalised	  	  1073	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  (1.0)	  using	  their	  own	  mother	  tongue	  (0.7)	  	  1074	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.4)	  i	  consider	  tha-­‐	  this	  is	  absolutely	  scandalous	  (0.4)	  	  1075	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  if	  you	  look	  at	  this	  little	  map	  i	  have	  of	  (0.4)	  slovakia	  	  1076	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thanks	  to	  schengen	  the	  borders	  between	  the	  two	  countries	  have	  been	  1077	  	  	  	  	  	  	   opened	  (0.6)	  	  1078	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  (0.8)	  a	  post	  communist	  chauvinist	  ex-­‐slovak	  government	  now	  wants	  1079	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  erh	  to	  build	  new	  walls	  (1.8)	  	  1080	  	  	  	  	  	  	   new	  barriers	  between	  peoples	  (0.3)	  	  1081	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thanks	  to	  jerzy	  buzek	  (0.3)	  erh	  who	  has	  visited	  slovakia	  (0.4)	  	  1082	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.3)	  european	  parliament	  (1.8)	  should	  not	  (0.4)	  simply	  1083	  	  	  	  	  	  	   remain	  ignorant	  (0.5)	  	  1084	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  claim	  that	  th-­‐	  (0.5)	  they	  should	  not	  intervene	  in	  this	  	  1085	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  think	  they	  must	  stand	  by	  their	  own	  principles	  	  1086	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  1087	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.9)	  	  1088	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1089	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  mister	  tökés	  (2.5)	  	  1090	  	  	  	  	  	  	   next	  speaker	  katarina	  neved'alová	  	  1091	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.7)	  	  1092	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.9)	  	  1093	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   NEV	  speaks	  1094	  	  	  	  	  	  *NEV:	   i	  just	  want	  to	  react	  to	  what	  mister	  bokros	  said	  (0.4)	  	  1095	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  unfortunately	  ⁇you	  didn't	  give	  him⁇	  the	  floor	  	  1096	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  wanted	  to	  ask	  him	  (0.8)	  a	  question	  (3.3)	  	  1097	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  don't	  translate	  into	  all	  (0.5)	  minority	  languages	  	  1098	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  don't	  translate	  all	  laws	  	  1099	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  have	  half	  a	  million	  roma	  for	  example	  they	  don't	  complain	  (0.2)	  	  1100	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  i	  wanted	  to	  ask	  whether	  the	  hungarian	  parliament	  (0.3)	  translates	  1101	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  its	  laws	  into	  minority	  (0.2)	  languages	  (0.4)	  	  1102	  	  	  	  	  	  	   are	  there	  slovak	  versions	  (3.4)	  	  1103	  	  	  	  	  	  	   slovakia	  (0.3)	  is	  building	  bridges	  (1.7)	  	  1104	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  it's	  (.)	  necessary	  (.)	  for	  bridges	  to	  be	  built	  from	  the	  other	  1105	  	  	  	  	  	  	   side	  as	  well	  	  1106	  	  	  	  	  	  	   from	  hungary	  (0.2)	  	  1107	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  new	  member	  (0.6)	  i	  always	  have	  to	  (1.1)	  about	  the	  slovak	  1108	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  relationship	  	  1109	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  means	  i	  cannot	  devote	  my	  time	  for	  questions	  i'm	  very	  1110	  	  	  	  	  	  	   interested	  in	  	  1111	  	  	  	  	  	  	   have	  a	  question	  for	  mister	  orban	  (.)	  	  1112	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  a	  member	  of	  the	  culture	  committee	  (2.0)	  	  1113	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  excellent	  that	  we	  can	  use	  all	  the	  official	  languages	  	  1114	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i'm	  very	  pleased	  one	  of	  them	  is	  slovakian	  	  1115	  	  	  	  	  	  	   thank	  you	  	  1116	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (5.5)	  	  1117	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.6)	  	  1118	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SUR	  speaks	  I	  think	  1119	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   lászló	  surján	  	  1120	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.2)	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1121	  	  	  	  	  	  *SUR:	   i	  read	  in	  the	  slovak	  press	  what	  xx	  xxxx	  have	  said	  in	  the	  slovak	  1122	  	  	  	  	  	  	   press	  (1.6)	  	  1123	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  conflict	  which	  exists	  now	  (0.5)	  	  1124	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  something	  which	  (0.5)	  it	  cannot	  be	  called	  a	  conflict	  between	  two	  1125	  	  	  	  	  	  	   states	  (0.7)	  	  1126	  	  	  	  	  	  	   nor	  (0.2)	  two	  peoples	  	  1127	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we're	  talking	  about	  problematic	  pieces	  of	  legislation	  	  1128	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  take	  up	  what	  hannes	  swoboda	  said	  (1.5)	  	  1129	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  regard	  to	  looking	  for	  a	  peaceful	  solution	  to	  this	  (0.7)	  	  1130	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  he	  added	  (0.3)	  that	  (0.3)	  the	  law	  wasn't	  actually	  violating	  any	  1131	  	  	  	  	  	  	   fundamental	  laws	  (2.9)	  	  1132	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  slovak	  state	  if	  (0.4)	  a	  (0.7)	  mother	  holding	  her	  child	  goes	  1133	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  a	  hospital	  or	  is	  in	  a	  hospital	  	  1134	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  is	  not	  allowed	  to	  speak	  hungarian	  to	  her	  own	  child	  (0.3)	  	  1135	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  say	  that	  that's	  not	  actually	  written	  into	  erh	  erh	  erh	  1136	  	  	  	  	  	  	   legislation	  	  1137	  	  	  	  	  	  	   t̄hat	  is	  the	  problem	  (0.5)	  	  1138	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  problem	  īs	  that	  the	  law	  (0.2)	  b̄ans	  people	  in	  hospitals	  for	  1139	  	  	  	  	  	  	   example	  (0.2)	  	  1140	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  speaking	  to	  each	  other	  in	  hungarian	  (2.7)	  	  1141	  	  	  	  	  	  	   even	  wh-­‐	  wher-­‐	  in	  areas	  where	  the	  hungarian	  minority	  is	  very	  small	  	  1142	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  we	  d̄o	  have	  serious	  problems	  here	  (0.7)	  	  1143	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  is	  really	  the	  (.)	  result	  	  (3.1)	  	  1144	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  is	  the	  result	  of	  what	  radical	  party	  has	  erh	  implemented	  	  1145	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (0.2)	  	  1146	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.8)	  	  1147	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1148	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  (1.2)	  	  1149	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mrs	  smolková	  has	  the	  floor	  	  1150	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.1)	  	  1151	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (4.1)	  	  1152	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SMO	  speaks	  1153	  	  	  	  	  	  *SMO:	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  (0.7)	  president	  (2.0)	  	  1154	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  have	  to	  contradict	  the	  previous	  speaker	  (0.3)	  	  1155	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  an	  absolute	  (0.2)	  līe	  (1.3)	  	  1156	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  think	  you	  should	  rēad	  the	  language	  law	  once	  and	  for	  all	  (0.3)	  1157	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  1158	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  your	  own	  language	  law	  (0.3)	  	  1159	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  (0.8)	  in	  slovakia	  have	  a	  completely	  different	  one	  (0.3)	  	  1160	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  we're	  talking	  about	  two	  completely	  different	  things	  here	  (0.6)	  	  1161	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  come	  from	  kosice	  (0.4)	  	  1162	  	  	  	  	  	  	   it's	  a	  cosmopolitan	  (.)	  town	  (0.5)	  	  1163	  	  	  	  	  	  	   with	  a	  quarter	  of	  a	  million	  (1.8)	  population	  made	  up	  from	  all	  sorts	  1164	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  different	  groups	  (0.4)	  	  1165	  	  	  	  	  	  	   for	  years	  ago	  (0.2)	  the	  voters	  (0.3)	  decided	  	  1166	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  have	  (0.2)	  corporation	  with	  the	  social	  democrats	  and	  the	  (1.5)	  1167	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  minority	  in	  my	  region	  (0.9)	  	  1168	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  think	  that	  our	  corporation	  has	  been	  exemplary	  	  1169	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  hungarians	  and	  slovakians	  live	  together	  peacefully	  (0.5)	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1170	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  no	  one	  (0.2)	  attacks	  the	  other	  because	  of	  their	  1171	  	  	  	  	  	  	   nationality	  (0.6)	  	  1172	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  daily	  life	  with	  absolutely	  no	  disputes	  	  1173	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  the	  mixed	  areas	  there	  are	  no	  problems	  with	  nationality	  (0.4)	  	  1174	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i'm	  saying	  that	  very	  seriously	  (0.3)	  	  1175	  	  	  	  	  	  	   when	  leading	  politicians	  (0.4)	  raise	  the	  issues	  or	  (0.8)	  	  1176	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  the	  politicians	  didn't	  raise	  the	  issues	  	  1177	  	  	  	  	  	  	   then	  this	  issue	  wouldn't	  be	  raised	  in	  the	  european	  parliament	  	  1178	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  it	  doesn't	  exists	  	  1179	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   few	  applauses	  1180	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.1)	  	  1181	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1182	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.5)	  	  1183	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   csaba	  sógor	  now	  has	  the	  floor	  in	  catch	  the	  eye	  	  1184	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.5)	  	  1185	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (6.5)	  	  1186	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SOG	  speaks	  1187	  	  	  	  	  	  *SOG:	   in	  the	  united	  (0.2)	  nations	  (1.7)	  	  1188	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erm	  (0.4)	  	  1189	  	  	  	  	  	  	   prepairing	  for	  an	  agreement	  (2.2)	  	  1190	  	  	  	  	  	  	   something	  which	  (1.7)	  erh	  would	  be	  international	  convention	  (3.0)	  	  1191	  	  	  	  	  	  	   a	  cultural	  (0.2)	  and	  (0.5)	  linguistic	  genocide	  is	  defined	  in	  the	  1192	  	  	  	  	  	  	   same	  way	  as	  other	  types	  of	  genocide	  (0.5)	  	  1193	  	  	  	  	  	  	   linguistic	  genocide	  was	  defined	  in	  nineteen	  fourty	  eight	  (2.5)	  	  1194	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  the	  group	  (0.4)	  was	  (0.4)	  forbidden	  from	  speaking	  their	  own	  1195	  	  	  	  	  	  	   language	  in	  daily	  life	  (0.8)	  	  1196	  	  	  	  	  	  	   or	  (0.3)	  a	  situation	  (2.0)	  where	  (0.3)	  publications	  (0.3)	  were	  1197	  	  	  	  	  	  	   banned	  in	  that	  language	  (0.4)	  	  1198	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  slovakia	  is	  not	  the	  only	  country	  in	  the	  e_u	  where	  this	  applies	  	  1199	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  it	  is	  the	  most	  typical	  (0.2)	  erh	  example	  of	  this	  linguistic	  1200	  	  	  	  	  	  	   genocide	  (0.7)	  	  1201	  	  	  	  	  	  	   however	  don't	  be	  too	  happy	  about	  that	  	  1202	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  in	  romanian	  greece	  and	  france	  (0.2)	  erh	  they	  could	  be	  1203	  	  	  	  	  	  	   mentioned	  as	  well	  as	  slovakia	  (.)	  	  1204	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (1.2)	  	  1205	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1206	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   ladies	  and	  gentlemen	  (2.3)	  	  1207	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  (0.4)	  concludes	  the	  catch	  the	  eye	  (1.0)	  	  1208	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  i'd	  now	  like	  to	  give	  the	  commissioner	  (0.3)	  the	  floor	  1209	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  leonard	  orban	  	  1210	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (3.7)	  	  1211	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.5)	  	  1212	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   ORB	  speaks	  1213	  	  	  	  	  	  *ORB:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  erh	  (0.2)	  president	  (3.0)	  	  1214	  	  	  	  	  	  	   if	  you	  allow	  (0.9)	  i	  would	  like	  to	  (0.4)	  begin	  by	  (.)	  underscoring	  1215	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.2)	  essence	  (.)	  of	  multilingual	  policy	  (0.8)	  	  1216	  	  	  	  	  	  	   what	  i	  wish	  to	  promote	  during	  my	  (0.3)	  mandate	  (0.3)	  	  1217	  	  	  	  	  	  	   what	  i	  wanted	  to	  do	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  	  1218	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  to	  assure	  (1.6)	  res̄pect	  (2.7)	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1219	  	  	  	  	  	  	   respect	  for	  (0.2)	  ēach	  (0.2)	  language	  that	  is	  spoken	  on	  the	  european	  1220	  	  	  	  	  	  	   territory	  	  1221	  	  	  	  	  	  	   be	  that	  national	  regional	  (0.3)	  minority	  (0.3)	  or	  (0.5)	  	  1222	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  spoken	  by	  citizens	  who	  have	  come	  here	  from	  another	  1223	  	  	  	  	  	  	   continent	  (1.5)	  	  1224	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  then	  (0.9)	  i	  also	  (1.7)	  wished	  for	  the	  celebration	  of	  diversity	  1225	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (1.8)	  	  1226	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  be	  able	  to	  meet	  the	  common	  objective	  (0.4)	  	  1227	  	  	  	  	  	  	   which	  is	  to	  preserve	  and	  consolidate	  (1.0)	  the	  ūnity	  of	  the	  european	  1228	  	  	  	  	  	  	   union	  (0.2)	  	  1229	  	  	  	  	  	  	   ōur	  (0.2)	  unity	  (1.2)	  	  1230	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (1.3)	  i	  think	  this	  is	  the	  best	  way	  to	  (0.7)	  erm	  (0.5)	  implement	  1231	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  ie-­‐	  (0.4)	  the	  principle	  of	  unity	  	  1232	  	  	  	  	  	  	   unity	  in	  diversity	  (0.5)	  	  1233	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (0.2)	  when	  responding	  i	  cannot	  overlook	  what	  was	  said	  by	  mister	  1234	  	  	  	  	  	  	   swoboda	  (0.4)	  	  1235	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  (1.0)	  what	  we're	  doing	  is	  trying	  to	  (1.7)	  seek	  these	  elements	  	  1236	  	  	  	  	  	  	   seek	  the	  elements	  which	  (0.3)	  un̄ite	  us	  rather	  than	  those	  that	  (0.2)	  1237	  	  	  	  	  	  	   div̄ide	  us	  (1.4)	  	  1238	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  need	  to	  respect	  each	  other	  	  1239	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  we	  also	  need	  to	  be	  wise	  enough	  to	  find	  the	  ways	  	  1240	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  which	  we	  can	  (0.3)	  unders̄tand	  each	  other	  (0.4)	  	  1241	  	  	  	  	  	  	   dīalogue	  with	  each	  other	  so	  that	  we	  can	  interact	  (2.0)	  	  1242	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  is	  the	  reason	  (0.5)	  why	  (0.3)	  mul̄tilingualism	  (0.4)	  has	  1243	  	  	  	  	  	  	   played	  	  1244	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  continues	  to	  play	  an	  extremely	  important	  rōle	  (1.9)	  	  1245	  	  	  	  	  	  	   in	  everything	  that	  has	  to	  do	  with	  erh	  consolidating	  (0.3)	  the	  1246	  	  	  	  	  	  	   intercultural	  dialogue	  	  1247	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  it's	  a	  dialogue	  that	  we	  need	  	  1248	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  cannot	  do	  that	  (0.3)	  without	  language	  (0.3)	  	  1249	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  i've	  had	  the	  opportunity	  to	  visit	  all	  (0.4)	  member	  states	  (1.8)	  	  1250	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  was	  able	  to	  visit	  ⁇two⁇	  regions	  	  1251	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  erm	  places	  where	  (0.9)	  unfortunately	  (0.6)	  there	  are	  still	  1252	  	  	  	  	  	  	   disputes	  going	  on	  (0.3)	  	  1253	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (0.3)	  unfortunately	  (0.3)	  sometimes	  (1.6)	  languages	  are	  taken	  1254	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hostage	  to	  political	  interests	  (1.2)	  	  1255	  	  	  	  	  	  	   these	  are	  political	  interests	  which	  are	  contrary	  to	  the	  (0.3)	  ideal	  1256	  	  	  	  	  	  	   of	  unity	  within	  our	  union	  	  1257	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  for	  this	  reāson	  	  1258	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i've	  said	  that	  we	  need	  t-­‐	  to	  find	  a	  solution	  	  1259	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  would	  facilitate	  dialogue	  and	  interaction	  (0.3)	  	  1260	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  that	  is	  why	  (0.4)	  i	  said	  (0.5)	  that	  (.)	  even	  when	  things	  seem	  1261	  	  	  	  	  	  	   very	  difficult	  to	  accept	  (3.3)	  	  1262	  	  	  	  	  	  	   teaching	  (0.5)	  speaking	  (0.5)	  erh	  languages	  erh	  within	  the	  community	  1263	  	  	  	  	  	  	   where	  you	  live	  (0.6)	  	  1264	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  that	  are	  close	  to	  you	  (3.0)	  	  1265	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  is	  something	  that	  allows	  us	  to	  explore	  avenues	  	  1266	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  understand	  each	  other	  (0.9)	  	  1267	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there've	  been	  various	  cases	  of	  this	  ilk	  (0.8)	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1268	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  i	  think	  that	  we	  can	  take	  the	  first	  step	  (1.4)	  	  1269	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  erm	  (0.5)	  reciprocally	  understand	  each	  other	  	  1270	  	  	  	  	  	  	   by	  (0.9)	  understanding	  the	  langauge	  of	  (0.4)	  th-­‐	  languages	  that	  we	  1271	  	  	  	  	  	  	   speak	  (0.6)	  	  1272	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  means	  speaking	  minority	  languages	  where	  (0.3)	  they	  exist	  	  1273	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (2.1)	  we	  should	  be	  able	  to	  allow	  those	  minorities	  (0.4)	  to	  speak	  1274	  	  	  	  	  	  	   their	  language	  	  1275	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  also	  to	  learn	  the	  language	  of	  the	  (0.5)	  country	  where	  they	  live	  	  1276	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  this	  creates	  bridges	  that	  will	  help	  us	  understand	  each	  other	  1277	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.9)	  	  1278	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  (0.7)	  i	  would	  like	  to	  make	  a	  few	  comments	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  1279	  	  	  	  	  	  	   efforts	  	  1280	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  we	  are	  (0.2)	  deploying	  in	  order	  to	  (0.5)	  provide	  help	  to	  (0.2)	  1281	  	  	  	  	  	  	   speak	  languages	  in	  europe	  	  1282	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  have	  (0.4)	  nūmerous	  projects	  	  1283	  	  	  	  	  	  	   not	  only	  with	  regard	  to	  the	  official	  languages	  	  1284	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  also	  with	  regard	  to	  many	  regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  (1.2)	  	  1285	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  plenty	  of	  examples	  very	  specific	  examples	  (0.4)	  	  1286	  	  	  	  	  	  	   where	  the	  commission	  has	  (1.1)	  supported	  networks	  and	  organisations	  1287	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.3)	  	  1288	  	  	  	  	  	  	   who	  (0.4)	  carry	  out	  activities	  to	  provo-­‐	  (0.2)	  promote	  (0.5)	  1289	  	  	  	  	  	  	   regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  	  1290	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  that	  are	  rarely	  spoken	  (2.8)	  	  1291	  	  	  	  	  	  	   but	  (.)	  we	  have	  also	  financed	  projects	  to	  erm	  promote	  (0.4)	  k̄nown	  1292	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  	  1293	  	  	  	  	  	  	   regional	  and	  minority	  languages	  (1.4)	  	  1294	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  as	  i've	  said	  on	  many	  occasions	  (0.8)	  	  1295	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.7)	  multilingual	  strategy	  a-­‐	  (0.3)	  dopted	  in	  two	  thousand	  1296	  	  	  	  	  	  	   eight	  	  1297	  	  	  	  	  	  	   covers	  (0.3)	  all	  of	  the	  languages	  spoken	  in	  the	  european	  union	  	  1298	  	  	  	  	  	  	   there	  are	  no	  (0.4)	  barriers	  (0.3)	  	  1299	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  of	  those	  languages	  (0.4)	  are	  (0.5)	  considered	  as	  part	  of	  the	  1300	  	  	  	  	  	  	   w̄ealth	  of	  the	  european	  union	  	  1301	  	  	  	  	  	  	   they	  are	  part	  and	  parcel	  of	  our	  common	  heritage	  (1.3)	  	  1302	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  part	  of	  our	  (0.4)	  cūltural	  (0.2)	  heritage	  (1.6)	  	  1303	  	  	  	  	  	  	   now	  just	  a	  few	  words	  (5.4)	  	  1304	  	  	  	  	  	  	   just	  a	  few	  words	  on	  the	  (0.9)	  discussions	  on	  the	  erm	  (3.1)	  	  1305	  	  	  	  	  	  	   changes	  made	  erh	  (1.3)	  for	  using	  erm	  the	  slovakian	  language	  (3.1)	  	  1306	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we're	  very	  pleased	  that	  there	  is	  (.)	  a	  discussion	  between	  the	  1307	  	  	  	  	  	  	   hungarian	  and	  slovakian	  erm	  prime	  ministers	  	  1308	  	  	  	  	  	  	   as	  to	  the	  arrangements	  that	  can	  be	  made	  in	  order	  to	  (1.6)	  find	  a	  1309	  	  	  	  	  	  	   solution	  	  1310	  	  	  	  	  	  	   to	  facilitate	  understanding	  (1.6)	  	  1311	  	  	  	  	  	  	   on	  the	  community	  level	  (1.4)	  	  1312	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  would	  just	  (0.2)	  stress	  the	  following	  (4.2)	  	  1313	  	  	  	  	  	  	   this	  law	  is	  to	  be	  applied	  broadly	  (0.4)	  	  1314	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (.)	  currently	  (0.5)	  it	  is	  almost	  impōssible	  (0.4)	  to	  evaluate	  	  1315	  	  	  	  	  	  	   all	  the	  possible	  (0.6)	  repercussions	  of	  the	  erm	  (0.9)	  erh	  (0.2)	  1316	  	  	  	  	  	  	   application	  of	  this	  law	  (2.3)	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1317	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.2)	  implementation	  of	  the	  law	  and	  the	  la-­‐	  the	  way	  in	  which	  it	  1318	  	  	  	  	  	  	   will	  be	  implemented	  (0.5)	  	  1319	  	  	  	  	  	  	   is	  (0.3)	  a	  key	  issue	  (0.6)	  and	  (0.4)	  within	  this	  context	  	  1320	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  would	  just	  like	  to	  underscore	  (1.6)	  the	  fact	  	  1321	  	  	  	  	  	  	   that	  the	  (1.3)	  european	  commission	  is	  going	  to	  (0.8)	  clōsely	  (0.2)	  1322	  	  	  	  	  	  	   monitor	  (0.3)	  	  1323	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  (0.2)	  implementation	  (0.2)	  of	  this	  slovakian	  law	  (0.3)	  	  1324	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  we	  are	  going	  to	  (0.9)	  monitor	  the	  way	  in	  which	  (0.2)	  the	  law	  1325	  	  	  	  	  	  	   will	  function	  (0.7)	  	  1326	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  so	  to	  sum	  up	  	  1327	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  would	  just	  like	  to	  underscore	  the	  fact	  that	  (0.5)	  	  1328	  	  	  	  	  	  	   given	  our	  (0.8)	  limited	  (1.7)	  remit	  (0.4)	  we	  do	  (0.3)	  what	  we	  can	  do	  1329	  	  	  	  	  	  	   (0.4)	  to	  support	  all	  languages	  	  1330	  	  	  	  	  	  	   be	  they	  official	  languages	  minority	  languages	  (0.5)	  regional	  1331	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  (0.4)	  	  1332	  	  	  	  	  	  	   or	  (0.4)	  for	  example	  (0.3)	  welsh	  or	  what	  have	  you	  (2.2)	  	  1333	  	  	  	  	  	  	   same	  thing	  for	  catalan	  (0.7)	  	  1334	  	  	  	  	  	  	   the	  european	  (.)	  commission	  (3.5)	  	  1335	  	  	  	  	  	  	   has	  (3.3)	  attempted	  (0.3)	  to	  (2.1)	  accomodate	  (0.7)	  catalan	  (2.5)	  	  1336	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  there	  are	  c-­‐	  certain	  websites	  that	  have	  been	  translated	  into	  1337	  	  	  	  	  	  	   catalan	  	  1338	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  (.)	  to	  talk	  about	  erh	  (.)	  e_u	  policy	  	  1339	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  the	  same	  thing	  holds	  for	  basque	  and	  other	  (0.4)	  regional	  (0.3)	  1340	  	  	  	  	  	  	   languages	  (0.4)	  	  1341	  	  	  	  	  	  	   so	  (0.5)	  all	  of	  this	  is	  proof	  of	  the	  specific	  actions	  that	  we	  are	  1342	  	  	  	  	  	  	   taking	  	  1343	  	  	  	  	  	  	   within	  the	  context	  of	  multilingual	  policy	  	  1344	  	  	  	  	  	  	   because	  this	  is	  a	  an	  essential	  policy	  within	  the	  european	  union	  	  1345	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  this	  is	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  european	  union	  	  1346	  	  	  	  	  	  *PPP:	   (2.1)	  	  1347	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  speaks	  1348	  	  	  	  	  	  *SCH:	   thank	  you	  very	  much	  mister	  orban	  (0.7)	  	  1349	  	  	  	  	  	  	   i	  think	  we	  now	  have	  to	  wind	  up	  this	  debate	  (0.6)	  	  1350	  	  	  	  	  	  	   erh	  (0.6)	  	  1351	  	  	  	  	  	  	   we	  have	  our	  next	  debate	  (0.3)	  at	  (0.5)	  tomorrow	  between	  nine	  and	  one	  1352	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  1353	  	  	  	  	  	  	   and	  then	  (0.3)	  three	  to	  seven	  pm	  and	  nine	  till	  (0.3)	  nine	  pm	  till	  1354	  	  	  	  	  	  	   midnight	  (0.3)	  	  1355	  	  	  	  	  	  %com:	   SCH	  continues	  about	  next	  day's	  meeting	  and	  formalia	  -­‐	  not	  1356	  	  	  	  	  	  	   interesting	  for	  transcription	  1357	  	  	  	  	  	  @End	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11	  Appendix	  II:	  Debate	  	  Note:	  To	  watch	  the	  video	  of	  the	  debate,	  open	  the	  file	  in	  a	  media	  player,	  e.g.	  VLC.	  Make	  sure	  that	  the	  video	  is	  set	  to	  the	  English	  soundtrack.	  This	  can	  be	  done	  under	  “Sound”	  in	  the	  menu.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
